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ABSTRACT
This dissertation study investigated motivation as related to goal-directed activity and
gesture awareness as well as their interplay in second and foreign language development in
different English as a foreign language (EFL) and English as a second language (ESL) contexts.
This study included four groups of Chinese learners of English. The first EFL group consisted of
college students in China learning English without intention of studying abroad (G1) and the
second EFL group in China included Chinese learners of English who were learning English to
prepare to study abroad (G2). Participants in the first ESL group were living and studying abroad
(G3) while the second group consisted of students who had returned to China after completing
their study abroad experience but continued to use English for academic studies and work (G4).
This explanatory sequential mixed methods research design involved quantitative data of
motivation and gesture awareness surveys and then further explained the quantitative results with
qualitative data of video recorded gesture tasks and semi-structured interviews.
The quantitative analysis of motivation tested mean differences of motivation constructs
(ideal L2 self, ought-to L2 self, and attitudes toward learning English) based on the second
language motivational self-system (L2MSS) (Dörnyei, 2005; 2009) as well as intended effort as
a measurement criterion. In the results, participants in the EFL context intended to put in more
effort and had lower ideal L2 self than participants in the ESL context. Results found no
difference between the EFL and ESL contexts with regard to ought-to L2 self and attitudes
toward learning English. In the EFL context, G2 were highly motivated than G1 in terms of ideal
L2 self, attitudes toward learning English, and intended to put into more effort. Additionally, the
expectation that G3 would have the highest level of motivation was not supported. In fact,
attitudes toward learning English were lower for G3 than G4. No statistical differences were
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found on ought-to L2 self across groups. These quantitative results were supported and clarified
by the qualitative findings in phase 2. Motivation as related to goal-directed activity was found to
be affected by the orientation of participants in each group toward learning English in association
with their particular contexts. Overall findings of motivation as related to goal-directed activity
proved highly coherent with the qualitative dimension supporting the quantitative results and
providing nuanced and in-depth information on what motivated participants and why, how
motivation shaped experience and how experience shaped motivation in each context.
This study also created and validated the first usable scale of gesture awareness, and
measurement and structural invariance tests showed that G3 had the lowest scores in terms of
comprehension and production across the four groups. Interestingly, no difference was found
between G2 and G4. Later, qualitative findings showed that G3 were more aware of their
gesture, and their gesture production was more pragmatic than other groups. G1, in particular,
were less conscious of gestural differences between Chinese and English than other groups.
Quantitative results of gesture awareness were incongruent with qualitative findings, and specific
investigation among each individual revealed the importance of conscious awareness of gesture
and gesturing for pragmatics.
This study is the first effort to examine the relationship between motivation and gesture
awareness and found that the relationship was individual specific in the situated context for
communicative needs. The integration of individual and contextual factors constituted the
plasticity of second and foreign language development and showed the diversity of individual
motivation and gesture awareness in different contexts. This dissertation study brings attention to
agency, goals, goal-directed activity, and conscious awareness in EFL and ESL contexts for
second and foreign language development.
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DEFINITION OF TERMS
First language (L1): Individuals’ native language that they learn from birth.

Second language (L2): This is a non-native language; a language that individuals learn in
addition to their first language and learn it outside the home country settings.

Foreign language (FL): This is a non-native language; a language that individuals learn in
addition to their first language and learn it in their home country.

English as a Foreign Language (EFL): English that is learned in individuals’ home country.
English learners have fewer chances to interact with English native speakers.

English as a Second Language (ESL): English that is learned in native English countries and is
used for daily communication.

Languaculture: This term covers language plus culture (Agar, 1994). Language and culture are
inseparable. Language can be understood as both a social and cultural phenomenon.

Second language development (SLD): It focuses on the dynamic nature of second language and
regards language as a complex system.

Foreign language development (FLD): It focuses on the dynamic nature of foreign language and
regards language as a complex system.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Overview and Statement of the Problem
Individuals use language as an essential tool to learn and as an effective vehicle to
communicate for social and personal development. Almost 7,000 languages and 200 countries
are evident in the world (Lewis, Simons & Fennig, 2009). For individuals to excel in academic
studies and in the global market, they must be able to communicate effectively across languages
and cultures. Thus, the demand for strengthening individuals’ second language (L2) skills and
cultural awareness is increasing. English is the dominant language in the world. Over one billion
people are currently learning English worldwide as an L2 or foreign language (FL), and the
number will double by the year 2020 (Beare, 2017, May 30).
Different activities in various learning settings are a springboard for learners to inhabit a
second languaculture (Agar, 1994), a term meaning that language and culture are inseparable.
The increasing number of English learners are driven by different goals to learn English as a
foreign language (EFL) or as a second language (ESL). Additionally, EFL and ESL learners have
different opportunities to interact with native English speakers in their learning communities, and
their available teaching and learning resources vary due to different social and cultural
exposures. Specifically, most EFL learners learn English in their home country and do not
receive much natural exposure to the native language and culture of English speakers, whereas
most ESL students have wider access to the language and more interactions with native speakers
in the target culture.
Contextual differences influence motivation in goal-directed activity (Lantolf, 2000;
Leontiev, 1978), which emphasized the engagement in the activity with specific learning goals
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for second language development (SLD) and foreign language development (FLD). How
language learners perceive their self-images, attitudes toward learning, and their intended efforts
vary from context to context. Available learning resources and support in their surroundings also
affect how L2 and FL learners are motivated to learn English. Different goals that have been set
or enforced by parents or teachers lead to various motivational dispositions toward learning
English. Language learners perceive their motivation for English learning based on potential
outcomes they project for their future development. Some may be motivated to learn English to
be prepared for studying abroad and others may learn English to increase opportunities in their
careers. Different goal-directed activity within specific learning contexts influence the
motivation for learning English. Additionally, intended effort in the learning process may or may
not correspond to learners’ actual engagement in the goal-directed activity within specific
contexts.
Individuals infer an interlocutor’s meaning not only from what is said but also from what
is observed nonverbally. A body of studies has suggested that it is insufficient to understand each
other’s meaning in terms of speech alone (Goldin-Meadow, 2016; McNeill, 2015). Gesture is a
form of nonverbal behavior (Kendon, 2004) that provides supplementary information for speech
and helps to reveal the thinking processes in intercultural communication (Gullberg &
McCafferty, 2008; McNeill, 2000). Many researchers have been preoccupied with the verbal
aspects and have neglected co-speech gesture studies in SLD and FLD (McCafferty, 1998;
Gullberg, Bot, & Volterra, 2008).
Gesture awareness is an important aspect of SLD and FLD. English language learners in
different contexts are exposed to different languaculture which may influence their adaptation
and imitation of gesture to enact as a native speaker. Cross-cultural and cross-linguistic
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variations influence gesture awareness and use which may cause difficulty in intercultural
communication. Despite its importance, research into the role of gesture in SLD and FLD is still
in its initial stage. Researchers have conducted experimental studies to observe participants’ use
of gesture (Choi & Lantolf, 2008; Gullberg, 2006; Morett, Gibbs & MacWhinney, 2012;
Kellerman & Hoof, 2003; Stam, 2010, 2015), but the analyses have been mainly focused on
gesture rate (Smithson, Nicoladis & Marentette, 2011) or on the various functions of gesture
(Feyereisen, 2006; Negueruela, Lantolf, Jordan, & Gelabert, 2004; Macedonia & Knösche,
2011). Studies of co-speech gesture based on learners’ reflective thinking of gesture production
in specific contexts and comparisons of gesture awareness and use in different contexts are rare.
In summary, EFL and ESL learners’ motivation as linked to goal-directed activity as well
as their gesture awareness are issues that influence their SLD and FLD. Additionally, how
different learning contexts affect motivation and gesture for SLD and FLD is an important
question for further investigation.
Research Rationale and Purpose
This study examines how Chinese learners of English perceive their motivation and
gesture in learning English as an L2 and FL from a sociocultural perspective. I will focus on
Chinese learners of English, the largest population of English learners in the world. The
dominant role of English in intercultural communication and Chinese governmental advocacy for
English language learning have resulted in a boom of Chinese learners of English, numbering
over 400 million or one quarter of the Chinese population (Wei & Su, 2012), more than the total
population of the United States and the United Kingdom. The result of survey of English
language use across China, however, showed that only 30% of Chinese learners of English use
English often in their daily life and the self-reported reading proficiency levels are relatively

3

higher than the speaking levels (Wei & Su, 2008; Wei & Su, 2015; Zhu, 2007).
China has the largest number of students studying abroad in the world. Approximately
5.2 million Chinese students have studied abroad in more than 100 countries in the last four
decades. The number continues to increase, exceeding 608,400 study-abroad students in 2017
(Shi, 2018, April 1). In the United States, Chinese students comprise 30% of all foreign students,
numbering approximately 340,000 (Homeland Security, 2018, July). Most of the Chinese
international students studying abroad, 88.97%, are privately funded and 83.73% of the students
return to China after finishing their study abroad (Shi, 2018, April 1).
Contextual differences influence the motivation of Chinese learners of English in second
and foreign language development. Exam and certificate-oriented motivation is an important
factor (Chen, Warden & Chang, 2005; Warden & Lin, 2000). Chinese learners of English at
higher academic levels are more motivated to learn English because they have more specific
goals of career advancement for their future (Xu & Yang, 2015). In addition, social practices
imprint the struggle and paradoxes as Chinese learners of English study abroad in different
languaculture and navigate the process of acculturation and gaining language awareness in SLD
and FLD. Different activities in various learning settings afford a springboard toward inhabiting
the second languaculture.
Gesture awareness for Chinese learners of English is worthy of further exploration.
Existing studies of gesture awareness focus on learners of Spanish, English, Turkish, and Italian
(e.g. Lewis, 2009; Özyürek, Kita, Allen, Brown, Furman, & Ishizuka, 2008; Peltier &
McCafferty, 2010). Co-speech gestures of Chinese learners of English have rarely been analyzed
in the domain of SLD and gesture studies (Duncan, 2002; McNeil, 2000). In addition, gesture
carries culture-specific meanings. The gesture of Chinese learners of English is deeply rooted in

4

Chinese culture, a relatively low-gesture culture when compared with the high-gesture culture in
the United States (Duncan, 2005; So, 2010; So, Sim, & Low, 2012). Thus, gesture perception
and production might be influenced by various EFL and ESL contexts. Therefore, it is necessary
to explore gesture awareness for Chinese learners of English in different contexts.
Although increasing number of Chinese English learners are engaged in foreign and
second language learning, until now, little attention has been paid to how their learning
experiences in different EFL and ESL contexts affect their motivation and gesture. In addition,
studies on the relationship between motivation and gesture awareness in SLD and FLD are rare.
When L2 and FL learners are more motivated to learn the language, they may be aware of the
static language learning process as well the dynamic communicative processes, including both
speech and gesture. The interplay between motivation and gesture awareness in the learning
process may or may not be correlated within different contexts. Accordingly, I explore
motivation and gesture as well as their interplay in this study. Participants are Chinese learners of
English as they reflect on their learning experiences in different natural contexts from a
sociocultural perspective. I examine motivation from a social dynamic perspective regarding
English learning as a goal-directed activity. Specific motivational dispositions include English
learners’ understanding of ideal L2 self, ought-to L2 self (what learners want and should do in
their English learning), attitudes toward learning English based on the second language
motivational self system (L2MSS) theory (Dörnyei, 2005; 2009) as well as intended effort. In
addition, I explicitly explore gesture awareness in terms of gesture production, comprehension,
and cross-linguistic and cross-cultural variations.
In this study, I focus on four different groups of Chinese English learners to compare
contextual differences of motivation and gesture awareness in different EFL and ESL contexts.
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These four groups include college students in China with no intention of studying abroad (group
1); English learners in China who are preparing to study abroad (group 2); Chinese international
students who are currently studying abroad (group 3); and returnees after studying abroad (group
4). These groups differ in learning experiences and exposure to the target languaculture which
may influence differences of motivation and gesture awareness. Chinese learners of English in
group 1 (G1) are at the lowest level of English proficiency based on their standard test scores.
Students in group 2 (G2) are expected to be motivated to learn English to be prepared for living
and studying overseas. Students in group 3 (G3), currently studying in the L2 languaculture, are
expected to have a higher level of English proficiency and motivation and to demonstrate greater
gesture awareness. Participants in group 4 (G4) have finished their studying abroad experience.
Their motivation for learning English and gesture awareness may be lower than G3 because they
do not have immediate exposure to the target languaculture.
This study includes three forms of data collection in order to discuss the overall purpose,
including motivation and gesture surveys, tasks on descriptive and narrative interpretation to
elicit specific gesture production, and interviews about how gestures affect participants’ SLD
and FLD and their motivation to learn English. Multi-group comparisons across four different
contexts were examined based on mean differences in the surveys of motivation and gesture
awareness. The tasks and interviews in the qualitative phase provide selected participants’
information in each group and a thick description of their learning experiences. The tasks offer
empirical evidence of gesture production while participants describe different scenarios.
Interviews about motivation and gesture across the four groups cross validated results of the
surveys or show linkages between motivation and gesture. Different forms of data offer
triangulations to increase the trustworthiness of the study (Glesne, 2010).
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Research Questions
This study examines motivation and gesture awareness of Chinese learners of English as
well as their interplay in foreign and second language development. This study focuses on
Chinese English learners in four groups with varying learning experiences in different EFL and
ESL contexts. This study attempts to answer the following questions:
1. Are there differences in motivation as related to goal-directed activity and gesture
awareness as well as their interplay for Chinese learners of English in EFL and ESL
contexts?
2. In what ways do motivation as related to goal-directed activity and gesture awareness
as well as their interplay for Chinese learners of English differ in EFL and ESL contexts?
3. What are the differences for co-speech gesture production in the L1 and L2 for Chinese
learners of English in EFL and ESL contexts?
Organization of Dissertation
The dissertation includes seven chapters. Chapter one provides an overview of the
research, which introduces the research problem, purpose, questions, and organization of the
dissertation. Chapter two presents theoretical frameworks and offers reviews of motivation and
gesture literature in SLD and FLD. This chapter includes major components of sociocultural
theory and discusses how each of these constructs contribute to motivation and gesture for SLD
and FLD. Chapter three provides the methodology of the study, which includes the rationale for
a mixed methods research design and discusses the process of participant selection, data
collection, and data analysis. Chapter four presents the findings on motivation as related to goaldirected activity in quantitative and qualitative phases. Chapter five shows findings on gesture
awareness. Chapter six offers the discussion of findings. Last, chapter seven covers conclusions,
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implications, and recommendations for future research.
Summary
The overarching goal of this dissertation is to examine motivation as connected to goaldirected activity and gesture awareness from a sociocultural perspective in SLD and FLD. This
study focuses on Chinese learners of English of varying English proficiency levels in different
EFL and ESL contexts from a sociocultural perspective. This chapter presents the research
problem, research questions, and the organization of my dissertation. The next chapter discusses
important theoretical concepts in sociocultural theory and a literature review related to
motivation and gesture in SLD and FLD.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter outlines the constructs of sociocultural theory and discusses how these
conceptual constructs inform the study of motivation and gesture in second and foreign language
development. This chapter has three sections. The first section presents major tenets of
Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory in SLD and FLD. The second section describes literature
relevant to motivation as related to goal-directed activity. The third section presents literature
concerning gesture studies in SLD and FLD. The chapter ends with a summary of the existing
knowledge base on motivation and gesture.
Introduction to Second and Foreign Language Development
The term SLD instead of second language acquisition (SLA) is used to consider the
complex and dynamic quality of languages. An introduction of SLA research is necessary at the
beginning to understand SLD. SLA focuses on second language learners and the process of
learning other languages in addition to the native language or mother tongue. Research on SLA
met the demand of intercultural communication and international immigration because of
globalization, transportation mobility, and technology development. SLA rooted in the 1950’s,
and research was mainly based on comparative analysis between L1 and L2 to predict language
difficulties (Cook, 2016, p.7). SLA research started in 1970s, which increased the interest of
language teachers, psychologists, and linguists. Studies on SLA had been explored from multiple
perspectives since the 1980s. Research on SLA had developed and made progress within 50
years. Early researchers focused on language leaners’ grammar based on psycholinguistics.
Later, researchers explored SLA in terms of phonology, semantics, syntax, and pragmatics, and
they were interested in the quality of SLA, the choice learners made in the process of learning,
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and the context where learners studied. Nowadays, research has extended to the application of
the language in different disciplines with a broad scope, which include studies on sociopsychology, neuro-cognitive and social perspectives (Hulstijn, 2013), and different subjects in
linguistics, psychology, sociology, and education. Reaching-oriented SLA research have
developed to usage-based learning (Tomasello, 2003) with knowledge from cognitive
psychology and education (Cook, 2016).
In addition, SLA serves as a testing ground for theories of language and cognition, and
researchers have proposed and developed different systematic theories to support studies in SLA
from behaviorist, innatist, and interactionist perspective. Behaviorism (Greeno, Collins, &
Resnick,1996; Skinner, 1957; Thorndike, 1927) implied that language teachers should provide
models of correct language use and adult feedback/correction, emphasizing practice,
memorization repetition pronunciation, and error correction. Individuals learned language
innately and got language input from the environment from the innatist perspective (Chomsky,
1967). Errors were viewed as part of natural learning process, and L2 learners should figure out
grammar rules on their own. Additionally, language learning was highly dependent on the social
and cultural environment from an interactionist perspective (Vygotsky, 1987). Children learned
language with practice through their daily interactions with others. The interaction between
native and non-native speakers in certain social and cultural environment was important. L2
learners imitated native speaker’s speech in social interactions. Many researchers also have
applied Vygotsky’s idea of sociocultural theory to conversational analysis (Mondada & Doehler,
2004), identity theory (Norton, 2012), and complexity theory (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron,
2008) to SLA.
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The terms of SLD and FLD are used to regard language as a complex and dynamic
system (De Bot, 2008; Larsen-Freeman, 1997). Larsen-Freeman (2015) explained twelve
specific reasons to use the term SLD to focus on learning and learners. The reasons included
“avoiding the commodification of language; acknowledging regress and progress; acquiring a
language implies there is an endpoint”; creating new patterns; making meaning instead of merely
acquiring forms; participating as much as acquiring; discouraging comparisons with
monolinguals; recognizing the sensitivity of a complex dynamic system; acknowledging
variations; acquiring a language is not a homogeneous activity either; recognizing the bidirectionality of transfer; and remembering the learner” (Larsen-Freeman, 2015). Scholars
discussed language from the perspective of a dynamic system and regarded the process of
language development as dynamic to investigate language changes on different time scale based
on complexity theory (Lewin, 1999) and dynamic system theory (van Gelder & Port, 1995).
SLD and FLD were a dynamic process, among which developing components interacted
and yielded various growth patterns in different contexts (De Bot, Lowie & Verspoor, 2007;
Caspi, 2010). Development was related to change, which took place in real time and depended
on the availability of resources (De Bot et.al, 2007) in situated activity. Acquisition and attrition,
growth and decline (progress or regress) were both aspects of development in SLD (De Bot,
2008). L2 and FL learners were active learners in various learning experiences and exerted their
agency to adapt to specific contexts to realize their goals in the process of learning.
Development was highly context dependent. The contexts for SLD and FLD were
different. EFL students were those who learned English in their home country, and did not
receive naturalistic exposure to the L2. ESL students were those with access to the L2 language
and culture in the target culture. English learners appropriated their available resources
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differently in EFL or ESL contexts, which influenced their goal-directed activity of English
learning. EFL and ESL contexts also provided different scaffolding for English learners to
socialize with native speakers and gain language and gesture awareness.
Empirical studies have been conducted to examine EFL and ESL contextual differences
in second and foreign language development. Yang (2012) focused on doctorates’ writing styles
of dissertation acknowledgement in ESL and EFL contexts. Although the structure was similar,
the dissertation acknowledgement differed in the choice of linguistic elements, which was
closely associated with contextualized values and English learning contexts. EFL learners
preferred to speak with native speakers but learned effectively with non-native teachers by
providing safe and caring learning environment in the EFL context (Lee, 2018).
Moreover, Schauer (2006) compared students’ pragmatic awareness in EFL and ESL
contexts, and found learning environment was important for priming linguistic awareness as
evidenced from German ESL learners’ increased pragmatic awareness in the target country. In
terms of pragmatic performance of routine formulae, ESL learners had more advantages of
acquiring specific routines through contextualized exposure of L2 discourse (Roever, 2011) even
if for a short term. Students in ESL and EFL context also evaluated teachers and classroom
activities differently (Saito & Ebsworth, 2004): ESL students participated in class actively, spent
more time in class, had physical proximity to English teachers, and enjoyed the student-centered
approach; EFL students benefited for native language support and protected their face without
challenging and unexpected questions. In addition, Song (2005) compared Korean mother’s
beliefs in EFL and ESL contexts and showed that different daily life contexts affected English
use and interaction with native speakers. Students studying abroad have more chances to interact
with others in L2 culture and higher integrative motivation (Hernández, 2010).
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Sociocultural Theory and Second and Foreign Language Development
Vygotskian sociocultural theory had established its major role in the field of SLD and
FLD. Based on sociocultural theory, knowledge was stored in society, and individuals learned in
the process of interacting with the social and cultural environment, highlighting the dynamic
interdependence of individuals and society (John-Steiner & Mahn, 1996). Within the SCT
framework, human beings were situated in social, cultural, and historical contexts that influenced
their cognitive development.
In addition, Vygotsky (1986) regarded language as an essential cognitive tool for thought.
Thought and language are interdependent. From a monist approach, both thought and speech
were integral part of the environment (Roth & Jornet, 2016a). Social interaction and language
were important to promote development, and individuals used languages to describe their
understanding in the process of development. Language learning was highly dependent on social
and cultural environment from the interactionist perspective (Vygotsky, 1987). According to
Vygotsky, “language is the key to consciousness,” through which consciousness exists in
practice for others and oneself (as cited in Roth & Jornet, 2016a, p. 285).
Language was socially and culturally constructed in the process of SLD and FLD.
Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory started to be applied in SLD research in the 1980s and gained
popularity in the mid 1990s. The social interaction was important for developing higher order
mental functions (Fahim & Haghani, 2012). In addition, language was a tool not only to interact
with others but also for thinking. Social interaction was important to affect language learners’
thinking in L1 and L2.
Vygotsky emphasized the importance of environment in development (Vygotsky, 1994).
Instead of regarding environment as the setting of development, Vygotsky attributed
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environment as the source of development, particularly the meaning and influence of
environment on development. Additionally, the final form of development resulted from the
whole course of development, which was “not only present, but determining and guiding the first
steps which learners took along the road of development of this form” (Vygotsky, 1994). The
environment was changing, as well as the process of development. Development “consisted of a
gradual broadening of the environment” (Vygotsky, 1994).
Mediation
Mediation is one of the central constructs of sociocultural theory. The focus was that
human mind was mediated. Human created tools and artifacts to mediate individuals’ cognition
and interaction in the world, which afforded their ability to control or inhibit automatic
biological processes (Thorne & Tasker, 2011). The higher cognitive processes of human mind
emerged through interactions in mediated activities. Humans interacted with the world through
mediated means (van Compernolle, 2014; Wertsch, 1998), which transferred the psychological
operation to a higher level.
Individuals used technical tools to manipulate the environment and psychological tools
(as gesture, language, sign system, decision-making strategies) to direct and control their
physical and mental behavior, leading to a culturally-based psychological process. Gredler
(2009) argued that learners should undergo the cognitive operation of redirecting and
reconstructing their thinking to integrate cultural symbols into signs for communicative needs.
The communicative surroundings, combining the language of public signs of roads, shops, and
building, formed the educational landscape (Scarvaglieri, 2017).
Activities mediated human behaviors as well. Individuals participated in activities, which
comprised of rules, divisions of labor, and mediating artifacts, and gained the knowledge of
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activities to mediate their future development. Concepts mediated human activities to associate
meaning and relations among objects and other concepts (van Compernolle, 2013, p.13). The
fundamental cultural factors of human activities, artifacts, and concepts mediated human
psychological processes, serving as a buffer (Lantolf, Thorne, & Poehner, 2015) or an amplifier
(Bruner, 1966) to mediate the relationships between individuals and the world.
Sociocultural theory also discussed that language was a powerful cultural artifact to
mediate people’s connection to the world. The meaning-making capacity was the power of
language (Lantolf, 2011). FL and L2 learners deployed the language to mediate their
psychological activity in the developmental process (Lantolf, 2006). The way of acquiring L2
was different from acquiring L1. Necessary coaching and explicit instruction were necessary for
FL or L2 learners to appropriate fundamental skills and participate in socially-mediated
activities. The immersion of target culture and interaction with native speakers affected FL and
L2 learning outcomes.
Regulation. Regulation was an important form of mediation in sociocultural theory. SCT
researchers described human activity as object-regulation, other-regulation, and self-regulation in
a sequenced developmental order (Lantolf & Appel, 1994). Object-regulation described
mediation with artifacts in the environment to make cognition/activity possible. For example, a
teacher used a grammar worksheet to check a learner’s understanding of grammar in a tutoring
session (Churchill, Okada, Nishino, & Atkinson, 2010). Other-regulation described others’
mediation, like teacher’s feedback on assignments. Self-regulation described individual’
mediation, such as private speech or inner speech, functioning as self-regulation in SLD. The
object- or other-regulation was not necessary because individuals had internalized the external
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forms of mediation (Lantolf et al., 2015). The transition from other-regulation to self-regulation
manifested the mediation process (Frawley & Lantolf, 1985).
Private speech. Private speech, which referred to self-directed use of language for
cognitive regulation (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006), played a mediational role in development. Private
speech functioned as self-regulation in the learning process (Day & Smith, 2013; Diaz & Berk,
2014) to inquire the intellectual mind. Private speech was the speech individuals talked to
themselves to ask or answer themselves questions, interrupt a particular activity, make
judgments, and completed a task (Lantolf, 2000, p.15).
Private speech guided thinking and action. Vygotsky (1986) argued that children’s early
language was directed at a listener from the beginning and regarded egocentric speech as
thinking aloud, because young children were socially adapted. After children acquired language
skills and learned their culture, they began to engage in private speech to talk to themselves out
loud, and self-talk became inner speech as they grew older. Private speech prepared learners for
social speech later (Ellis, 2008). In addition, the production of private speech was influenced by
contexts. Sawyer (2017) observed preschoolers’ private speech and motivation and found that
preschoolers in playful conditions had higher mastery motivation than those in non-playful
contexts, emphasizing the importance of different contexts on private speech in dynamic ways.
Private speech offered cognitive affordance for L2 learners to develop self-regulation. L2
learners externalized private speech to mediate their mental activity (Lantolf &Yanez, 2003;
McCafferty, 1994, 1998; Ohta, 2001). DiCamilla and Antón (2004) examined private speech
among English-speaking college students of Spanish while working on composition production
in pairs and found that private speech was helpful to focus attention and create psychological
distance to control in the performance. Moreover, Sarab, Reza, and Gordani (2014) found that
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EFL learners used L2 private speech while solving riddles to plan, manage thought, and control
anxiety. Private speech mediated L2 learners’ performance and thinking as a social and
psychological tool for online dynamic assessment (Ebadi, 2014). Sönmez (2011) investigated the
interaction between native and nonnative speakers of English and examined the cognitive
regulation of private speech, finding no major differences of frequency, form, and content.
In addition, private speech influenced L2 and FL learners’ ability of reasoning and
problem solving. Mirzaee and Maftoon (2016) pointed out that EFL learners, receiving higher
order thinking enhancing techniques, produced more private speech for self-regulation. This was
in line with McCafferty’s study (1994) that the probability of producing private speech was
higher as the tasks became more difficult. Additionally, Centeno-Cortes and Jimenez (2004)
explored private speech while solving problems among intermediate, advanced Spanish learners,
and native speakers of Spanish, revealing the effect of L1 in the process of reasoning and
providing instances that private speech did not contribute to task completion.
Internalization
Internalization is another important concept in sociocultural theory. Vygotsky described
that any function in the child’s cultural development first appeared on the social plane as an
interpsychological category and then on the psychological plane as an intrapsychological
category (1981, p. 163). The central idea of internalization was to transform things into one’s
own, starting from socialization (other-regulation) in social and cultural activities and resulted in
self-inward growth. Individuals internalized things personally meaningful through their
interaction with the environment (van Compernolle, 2014).
Imitation. The key to internalization was the capacity of imitation, which referred to
flexible and intentional copping of others (Lantolf et al., 2015). Evidence from brain research of
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the mirror neuron system and Mead’s loop supported the imitation of human manipulation and
gesturing (Mead, 1967, 1974; Rizzolatti & Craighero, 2004). Imitation of nonverbal forms also
functioned as a way of intrapersonal mediation in different activities. Interlocutors shared social,
symbolic, physical, and mental space in the process of communication. Mimesis was an imitative
action with the whole body for expressive devices, through pantomime, gesture, shared attention,
and ritualized behaviors (Donald, 2001, p. 240). Imitation was important and necessary in SLD
and FLD (Lantolf et al., 2015). Mimesis worked as a materializer to create meaning for both
thinking and communication and offered a material plan to preserve and construct identity
(McCafferty, 2004, 2008) in a L2 languaculture.
Zone of proximal development. Internalization occurred in collective activity within
one’s zone of proximal development (ZPD), which referred to the distance between the actual
and potential developmental level with the guidance or collaboration from more capable others
(Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86). The interaction between the learner and more knowledgeable others
was important to promote ZPD (Vygotsky, 1987). Both collaborations and challenges of solving
problems promoted the development. ZPD-oriented assessments presented development
achievement and developmental potential (Lantolf et al., 2015).
The concept of ZPD has been widely applied in education and SLD to develop learners’
potential. L2 and FL learners learned the language with practice through their daily interactions
with others. Aljaafreh and Lantolf (1994) examined how negative feedback promoted learning in
ZPD as students in the ESL writing and reading courses developed gradually from depending on
the teacher’s direct and explicate feedback to self-regulating their writing. Later, Lantolf and
Aljaafreh (1995) investigated the joint negotiation between the teacher and student and presented
the regression process of SLD. Those two studies implied teachers’ evaluation of students’

18

performance and specific feedback to foster students’ ZPD for dynamic and irregular
development. Additionally, computer-mediated communication (CMC) created the ZPD to foster
social interaction for L2 and FL learners and helped them master a more and collaborative
autonomous learning experience (Cheon,2008; Lawrence & Wah, 2017)
Perezhivanie
Perezhivanie, an important concept in SCT, have been neglected for a number of years
and aroused much attention recently, which was complex and difficult to translate this Russian
word into English to capture its core content. Vygotsky defined Perezhivanie as a unit of
consciousness (1998, p. 294). Vygotsky (1994) explained perezhivanie as follows:
“an emotional experience in a unit where, on the one hand, in an indivisible state, the
environment is represented… and on the other hand what is represented is how I, myself, am
experiencing this… So in an emotional experience (Perezhivanie) we are always dealing with an
indivisible unity of personal characteristics and situational characteristics, which are
represented in the emotional experience (Perezhivanie) (p. 342).
The idea of perezhivanie was useful to explore how language learners perceived their
environment and living experiences in different languaculture. Blunden (2016) offered an
English explanation of perezhivanie, incorporating aspects of emotion, personality, motivation,
and fantasy. Ferholt and Nilsson (2016) summarized components and characteristics of
perezhivaniya: cognition and emotion were dynamically related within perezhivaniya; the
relationship between individual and environment was the events; and individuals imitating
other’s or their own past physical actions would revitalize autobiographical emotional memories.
Perezhivanie was lived-through experience. The transition to pass through the critical life
phases were perezhivaniya, which were dramatic experiences and meaningful for the
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development of personality. Individuals’ capacity to process and resolve perezhivaniya
developed as they exerted their agency to appropriate social resources in order to transform
critical experiences and remake their life in the process of development (Blunden, 2016). This
was like the process for L2 learners who were subjected to the forces of enculturation in the
target languaculture and went through the process of adaptation and accommodation.
Perezhivanie was the dynamic person-environment unity/unit. Individuals perceived the
environment differently and changed their perceptions dynamically in the developmental
trajectory. Perezhivaniya were also associated with socioculturally constructed leading activities
(Kozulin, 2016). Veresov and Fleer (2016) used the analogy of a molecule of water (including
oxygen and hydrogen) to describe the integral unit of person and environment in perezhivaniya.
Perezhivaniya manifested the social environment where subjects lived and that constituted
individuals’ personality (González Rey, 2016; Roth & Jornet, 2016b). Vygotsky talked about the
example of different perezhivaniya of three children who were living in the same house with
their drinking mother and showed different developmental trajectories of those children. The
oldest child was mature and serious, the second had inner conflicts, and the youngest had a
defensive nature. Additionally, Roth & Jornet (2016b) displayed two episodes in a second-grade
mathematics classroom and discussed perezhivanie as a monist unit. The teacher-student
interaction was constantly changing with the flow of communication, resulting in transactional
consequences of the interaction. Students also changed intellectually and affectively to explicate
the math learning process and master the content, developing their understanding of mathematics
in this perezhivanie.
Perezhivanie was an emotion-imagination unity. Individuals reflected on their
experiences that evoked emotional responses. Emotion was a driving force to stimulate
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developmental processes of consciousness (Dema, 2015). Blunden (2016) gave an example that a
perezhivanie may continue for years after the death of a loved one, that elicited strong emotions.
Scholars used different words, such as imagination and fantasy, to talk about the symbolicemotion unit. Clarà (2016) argued that the word of fantasy added special and interesting
connotations to describe the experience-as-struggle. Blunden (2016) used the word “catharsis” to
share the similar meaning of fantasy, which was the experience of working over or processing an
experience. Language learning was fraught with emotions (Swain, 2013), and the role of emotion
was important in L2 and FL teaching and learning. In addition, human consciousness was closely
connected with imagination (Vygotsky, 1987). Adults’ and children’s imagination differed in
terms of degrees, because children did not have enough prior experience or life projects to bring
into imagination. In terms of SLD and FLD, L2 and FL learners regarded the learning process as
goal-directed activity and had imaginations or vision of their development.
Perezhivanie in second and foreign language development. Perezhivanie (livedthrough-emotional-experience) was an important indicator of individual development. Vygotsky
was concerned with the transformation of consciousness as an aspect of human psychological
growth and development within certain languaculture (McCafferty, 2018). The changing
situations and individual characteristics made L2 and FL learners reflect or reevaluate their selfworth and goals of learning in the surroundings. In addition, individuals affiliated with
communities in the imagination, and the imagined communities was important on L2 learners’
investment in language learning (Kanno & Norton, 2003; Norton, 2009, 2016).
Empirical studies on perezhivanie in education were limited in numbers (Quiñones &
Fleer, 2011). Chen (2015) examined how parents support the development of children’s emotion
regulation with perezhivanie and found that children’s emotional experience was the unity of
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their personal and situational characteristics. Dema (2015) conducted the first study on L2
identity development based on the concept of perezhivanie. In her qualitative study, Russian
doctoral students reflected on their experience in the United States and kept journals of their
academic and daily life experience. Those doctoral students navigated between different cultures,
academic practices, and personal life in the American culture, encountered challenges in their
academic and daily language in L2, and struggled to navigate between cultures and their
academic activity. This study showed different aspects of participants’ experience, whether they
wanted to preserve their Russian cultural identity or tried to adapt to the American identity in
different situated activities.
Activity Theory
Activity theory was a unified account of Vygotsky’s theory. It addressed that “human
behaviors resulted from the integration of socially and culturally constructed forms of mediation
into human activity” (Lantolf, 2000, p.8). Actions and goals were the dominant features in
consciousness through individuals’ active interaction with the environment (Roth & Lee, 2007).
Individuals considered their goals and motives for cognitive, emotional, or physical activities
that they were engaged. According to activity theory, three distinct level of analysis were
mentioned, including activity, action, and operation (Lantolf & Appel, 1994; Lantolf et al.,
2015). Activity was linked to the concept of motives, which specified what was maximized in a
setting and how individuals kept a relationship with others and the world. Action activities were
always directed towards goals, functioning as a kind of regulator. The same action could be
performed differently to result in different outcomes because of diverse goals and motives.
Operation referred to the means through which actions could be carried out under the restriction
of the actual situations. Motive was about the reason to do things; goal was about what things
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were done; and operation was about how to do things. Motives were socially produced in
collaborative practices and shifted with one’s goals (Stetsenko & Arievitch, 2004).
Goal-directed activity and integrated artifacts (including language and gesture) should be
understood together in SLD and FLD from the conceptual lens of activity theory. Language was
a useful cultural tool to carry out concrete goal-directed activity (Lantolf et al., 2015). Human
activities were mediated by social formations and tools in the interaction between individuals
and the environment. L2 learning “is about developing, or failing to develop, new ways of
mediating ourselves and our relationships” (Lantolf & Pavlenko, 2001, p.145).
Empirical studies in L2 and FL learning contexts focused on activity theory. Coughlan
and Duff (1994) analyzed tasks from an activity perspective and found that English learners did
the same task, but their production was shaped differently in various activities, attributing to
various learning processes and language exposure. This study also implied the caution of
generalizing data from similar but distinct activities. Additionally, Park (2009) explored how
three students invested in a task of producing short documentary-style videos in English. These
students had a positive orientation to L2 learning, but they valued the tasks differently, resulting
in different learning outcomes, which was influenced by classroom language learning, task
preferences, and attitude to group work. Students’ motivation of fulfilling the task was
socioculturally constructed based on their previous learning experience.
In summary, the above literature had outlined major constructs of mediation,
internalization, perezhivanie, and activity theory in Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory. Empirical
studies under certain constructs were offered as related to SLD and FLD. These theoretical
constructs emphasized the importance of contextual influences on SLD and FLD and provided
theoretical lens to examine motivation and gesture in the following sections.
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Motivation and Goals in Second and Foreign Language Development
Researchers on motivation in SLD and FLD have proposed different theories from social
psychology, cognitive and educational psychology, and contextual and dynamic aspects (see
Boo, Dörnyei and Ryan, 2015, for a comprehensive review). The first phase of motivational
theory in social approach dates back to 1960-80s, represented by Gardner's (1985) socioeducational theory of SLA including integrative and instrumental motivation. Integrative
motivation includes integrativeness (the desire of inclusiveness in the community as part of the
members), attitudes toward the learning situation and motivation. The combination of
instrumental factors, which was concerned with pragmatic reasons of learning the language, was
labelled as instrumental motivation (Gardner, 2001). Gardner’s model was developed in the
context of Canada, which might not be applicable to all different contexts.
Later, cognitive and educational theories on motivation were utilized in the 1990s on L2
motivation research. These theories included Bandura’s (1997) self-efficacy theory (learners’
self-constructed judgment about their ability to reach goals in certain kinds of activities), selfdetermination theory (learners act on and control their environment to realize their goals as
mentioned by Ryan & Deci, 2000), and Weiner’s (2010) attribution theory (self-constructed
causal explanation for the success or failure of the event). The third phase was the social
dynamic period on L2 motivation. Researchers emphasized the importance of process in SLD
and FLD. Many studies examined the dynamic interaction with multiple internal, social, and
contextual factors (Dörnyei, MacIntyre, & Henry, 2015). Major theories in this period included
the L2MSS (Dörnyei, 2005, 2009), examining motivation from the perspective of complex
dynamic systems, which aligned with the SCT perspective in this dissertation.
The directed motivational currents (DMC) was a relative new theory to look at
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motivation from a complex system approach. This theory was developed based on dynamic
system theory, which emphasized that different types of components in a complex system
interacted and changed over time dynamically to influence each other and develop for the next
level of complexity (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008). The main components included goal or
vision orientedness, salient and facilitative structure, participant ownership and “perceived
behavioral control, clear perception of progress, and positive emotional loading” (Dörnyei,
Ibrahim, & Muir, 2015). This theory was applicable in L2 classrooms, which included design of
teaching tasks, projects, and studying abroad experiences (Muir & Dörnyei, 2013). Henry,
Davydenko and Dörnyei (2015) had conducted the first systematic empirical investigation of the
goal-directed motivational process based on DMC, explored motivational trajectories, and
identified particular periods of unusual intense motivational experience to highlight and validate
major components in the theoretical construct.
L2 Motivational Self System
The L2 Motivational Self System theory (Dörnyei, 2005; 2009) emphasized the analysis
of a person-in-context approach by looking at the person as a whole. Dörnyei realized a need to
reinterpret integrativeness (Gardner, 2001), and put forward the theory of L2MSS based on self
theory from psychology, which included possible selves (see Markus & Nurius, 1986; Oyserman
et. al, 2006) and self-discrepancy theory (Higgins, 1987). The three major components of the
L2MSS include ideal L2 self, ought-to L2 self, and attitudes toward learning English (Dörnyei,
2005, 2009). Ideal L2 self refers to a motivator, that L2 speakers hope to decrease the
discrepancy between their current developmental level and that of their ideal self. The driving
motivation behind the second component, ought-to L2 self, is a desire to meet realistic
expectations as determined by both self and others, and includes a desire to avoid negative

25

outcomes. The third component, attitudes toward learning English, is related to situated
motivation and signifies how learners are experiencing their study and use of the language as
found in their immediate contexts of exposure.
Application of the L2MSS.
Validity of the L2MSS model. The L2MSS model has been tested and validated in
different geographical/cultural settings: Chile (Kormos et al., 2011); China (Magid, 2009; Li,
2014; Peng, 2015; You et al., 2016); Iran (Ghanizadeh & Rostami, 2015; Papi, 2010; Taguchi et
al., 2009); Hungary (Csizér & Kormos, 2009; Kormos & Csizér, 2008); Japan ( Ryan, 2009;
Taguchi et al., 2009); New Zealand (Li, 2011, 2014; Olsen, 2017); Saudi Arabia (Moskovsky,
Assulaimani, Racheva, & Harkins, 2016); and South Korea (Kim & Kim, 2014; Kong et al.,
2018). Although including other motivational factors (e.g., instrumentality-promotion,
instrumentality-prevention, family influence, attitudes toward L2 culture and community), the
core factors were present in most of the studies above and were found reliable (Kim & Kim,
2014; Kong et al., 2018; Li, 2014; Peng, 2015; You & Dörnyei, 2014). L2MSS studies have
emphasized the dynamic interrelationship among the factors, theorizing that the interplay among
them advances the understanding L2 motivation.
Measurement Criteria. Researchers have used intended effort as a measurement criterion
as related to each of the three L2MSS constructs (Csizér & Lukács 2010; Magid, 2009; Papi
2010; You, Dörnyei, & Csizér, 2016). Studies have found correlations between ideal L2 self,
ought-to self, attitudes toward learning English, and intended effort (Csizér & Kormos, 2009;
Khany & Amiri, 2018; Papi 2010; You et al., 2016). The impact of ideal L2 self and attitudes on
intended effort has been found to be significantly higher than for ought-to L2 self (Csizér &
Kormos, 2009; Khany & Amiri, 2018; Kim & Kim, 2014; Kormos & Csizér, 2008; Kormos et
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al., 2011; Magid, 2009; Olsen, 2017; Papi, 2010; Taguchi et al., 2009; You et al., 2016).
Findings for the path from ought-to L2 self to intended effort have been inconclusive. Studies
have found that ought-to L2 self has the least explanatory power (e.g. Magid, 2009; Kim & Kim,
2012; Taguchi et al., 2009), and other studies have not shown a significant impact for ought-to
L2 self on intended effort (Csizér & Kormos, 2009; Kormos et al., 2011). Moskovsky,
Assulaimani, Racheva, and Harkins (2016) criticized previous researchers that took intended
learning as the relevant criterion measure, but did not demonstrate the L2 achievement as related
to intended learning efforts. Researchers also critiqued the link between self guides and intended
learning behaviors and the intention-behavior discrepancies (Alqahtani, 2015; Godin & Conner,
2008; Ryan, 2008; Sheeran, 2002)
L2MSS and diverse learning environment. L2MSS was a useful instrument to explore
L2 motivation in different learning environments (Busse, 2013; Henry, 2009; Lamb, 2012;
Taguchi et al., 2009). Taguchi, Magid and Papi (2009) compared motivational characteristics
among English learners in Japan, China, and Iran, and emphasized the influence of family and
job promotion in learning English in China. Segalowitz, Gatbonton, and Trofimovich (2009)
talked about the relationship between language identity and L2 proficiency. The ethnolinguistic
affiliation (language identity) affected learning experience in the target culture. With the ideal
self in mind, L2 learners operationalized their learning practice to enhance their imagery and
practiced speaking L2 to improve their proficiency. The researchers also pointed out the need to
understand specific language-learning context to examine different facets of ethnolinguistic
language identity and the L2MSS, and check whether there were universal facets in the
relationship. Lamb (2009) contrasted two learners who fed their imagination and appropriated
the language for their use to act differently, emphasizing the importance of dynamic contexts.
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L2MSS and Chinese Learners of English. The L2MSS has been applied to studies on
Chinese learners of English as well. Magid (2009) conducted a mixed method study using a
multi-group structural equation modelling approach and case studies on Chinese middle school
and university students. The results revealed that gaining and losing face, the degree of
responsibility a student felt to succeed, and pressure to perform, were all significantly related to
Chinese family expectations in addition to the L2MSS constructs. In another study, Taguchi,
Magid and Papi (2009) compared motivational characteristics among English learners in Japan,
China, and Iran. They found that ideal L2 self had a strong impact on intended effort, followed
by attitudes toward learning English, and ought-to L2 self. The authors specifically noted the
influence of family and job promotion on motivation for Chinese participants.
You and Dörnyei (2014) also examined L2 motivation in China, focusing on the
influence of region and gender and comparing teaching contexts. Socio-economic East-West
disparities resulted in modest geographical differences; participants in the eastern part of the
country proved more motivated than their western counterparts. Moreover, English majors were
significantly more motivated when they had English languaculture exposure, and students with
advanced or specialized education had a stronger ideal L2 self image. Regional and English
major differences in this study emphasized the importance of contextual exposure in learning
English. Furthermore, attitudes toward learning English proved highly related to intended effort
in this study, which also highlighted the Chinese achievement mindset and the concept of “face”
as a strong feature of L2 motivation.
You, Dörnyei, and Csizér (2016) reported the second phase of their study by focusing on
the role of vision and imagery. This study explored the phenomenon of a motivational process in
FLD. This was the first study to examine how vision contributed to motivational in a language
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learning community from a large scale. The authors examined imagery-related variables for
Chinese secondary and university students with gender differences and also tracked changes of
imagery capacity over time to examine the impact of changes in vision on the development of
motivation. Results found that capacity for imagery contributed to motivation and that ideal L2
self was strongly linked to the vividness of imagery.
Additionally, findings emphasized the role of “visualization experiences” and “dynamic
mental imagery” on motivation as related to positive learning trajectories. The contextual
differences affected L2 learners’ self-vision as well. The findings of the ought-to L2 self domain
went against the stereotype that Chinese learners of English are dispositioned to be more
societally determined instead of individualistic. In terms of geographical regions, a distinct EastWest disparity was found because of the medium effect of economic stratification. In addition,
international development fueled English learning motivation, apparently for English majors.
Students with advanced or specialized educational levels had stronger ideal language image.
Other L2MSS studies have examined EFL and ESL motivational differences for Chinese
learners in China and New Zealand (Li, 2011; 2014). Li (2011) focused on motivation of
Chinese EFL and ESL learners. Li adapted Taguchi, Magid and Papi’s (2009) instrument based
on L2MSS theory. The result presented notable differences in the motivation of Chinese EFL
and ESL learners in terms of differences of ideal L2 self, ought-to L2 self, attitudes toward L2
community and culture, instrumentality, attitudes toward learning English, and criterion
measures. In addition, Li (2011) also conducted an intervention study to provide motivational
strategy training in three months and the effect of the motivational strategy training varied with
the EFL learners’ motivation type. ESL learners were found to have higher motivational
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dispositions related to ideal L2 self, more positive attitudes toward learning English, higher
levels of intended effort, and were less exam oriented than EFL students (Li, 2014).
Qin and Dai (2013) created a variant of the L2MSS model to analyze the motivation of
Chinese college students in an EFL context, which included Engeström’s (1987) model of
activity theory in addition to the main constructs of the L2MSS model. They argued that ideal L2
self was connected to agency, that ought-to L2 self included outside demands, and that L2
learning outcomes were achieved through setting specific goals in relation to goal-directed
activity. Qin and Dai also contended that when students found the goals they set for themselves
were attainable through goal-directed activity, the level of intended effort rose. The forming of
explicit goals based on past performance and subsequent outcomes was considered essential for
intended effort and learning to take place in their model. The study, however, did not collect data
specific to goal-directed activity or agency apart from the L2MSS questionnaire. As such,
changes in motivation, goals, and goal-directed activity across contexts were not considered in
the EFL context.
Additional Studies on Motivation of Chinese Learners of English
More and more Chinese learners of English are engaged in learning English and their L2
motivation or beliefs of English learning aroused researchers’ attention, although not specifically
within the lens of L2MSS (Chen, Warden, & Chang, 2005; Chen & Wu, 2011; Liu, 2007; Shi,
2004; Wu, 2001). Li and Ruan (2015) conducted a mixed method research on changes in beliefs
about English learning among Chinese learners of English, and found that the content subjects,
extracurricular activities, assessments, and teachers all attributed to the changes in an academic
year. Heying and Kennedy (2016) investigated the intercultural competence and L2 motivation
among Chinese and Irish students and showed that L2 learning promoted intercultural
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competence. Although this study focused on integration, the authors found that instrumental
motivation was high among Chinese and Irish students, and Chinese students were more sociocultural orientated than Irish students.
Warden and Lin (2000) examined integrative and instrumental motivation of a population
of Taiwan in an EFL context. Asian EFL settings precluded meaningful opportunities for
interaction with native speakers of English. Cultural background oriented students to be sensitive
to the requirements, especially when it was associated with entrance or employment exams. This
study provided pedagogical implications that teachers, who got training in the west, should not
overlook their students’ central motivation. In a sequential study, Chen, Warden, and Chang
(2005) explored motivation in Taiwan as a Chinese cultural setting and examined factors of
motivation orientation, expectancy, and self-evaluated skills. They found a strong link between
expectancy and required motivation, but no significant correlation between expectancy and
integrative motivation. They discussed the findings with the concept of Chinese imperative,
which meant that the society or the institutional structure expected product and exam results, and
emphasized the importance of examination preparation and memorization on English learning.
Xu and Yang (2015) examined Chinese students’ English learning motivation among 307
college students. The result showed seven categories of English learning motivations in a
descending order: “personal development, social responsibility, information media, inherent
interest, achievement, going abroad, and learning situation”. The major motivation was the
avoidance of the disadvantage of English learning for personal development, which was aligned
with Shi’s (2000) finding of certificate motives. That is, Chinese English learners were oriented
to get certificates to pass English exams. In addition, junior college students were more
motivated because they had a clear direction of employment and education associated with
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English use in the future. Students with part-time working experience were more motivated to
learn English because they realized the importance of English learning in the process of working.
In summary, the L2MSS studies on Chinese learners of English accorded with other L2
studies of this population not using the model, which indicated that doing well on exams and
reaching career and social goals and aspirations were important factors affecting L2 learning
efforts and outcomes (Chen et al.,2005; Chen & Wu, 2011; Heying & Kennedy; 2016; Gao et al.,
2004; Li & Ruan, 2015; Liu, 2007; Warden & Lin, 2000; Wu, 2001). Those studies were focused
on Chinese learners of English in EFL context, but did not discuss specific motivational
dispositions in ESL contexts or the comparison between EFL and ESL contexts.
Motivation as Related to Goal-Directed Activity
Actions and goals are dominant features in human consciousness when interacting with
an environment (Roth & Lee, 2007). According to the activity theory, researchers need to
consider individual goals as critical to cognitive, emotional, and physical activity. In this sense,
L2MSS theory aligns with SCT. The key constructs of motivation are also related to Vygotsky’s
idea of perezhivanie. Perezhivanie is a unit of consciousness, which encompasses emotional
aspects in the lived-through experience. In addition, FL and L2 learners imagined their English
development as they engaged in different goal-directed activity, which aligned with language
learning vision and the ideal L2 self for their future-making. FL and L2 learners directed their
behaviors towards particular goals, which changed based on past performance and subsequent
learning achievement. Their motivation was dynamically formed and changed through different
goal-directed activity within different social and cultural circumstances.
Studying/learning a new language can be primarily a cognitive task involving study of
the L2 as a grammatical system to be learned as curricular subject matter, which is the goal in
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many EFL contexts. Additionally, however, if goals include actually using the language for
communicative purposes, then the pragmatics of social interaction necessarily become a
meaningful aspect of L2 learning and can lead to self-other conflicts when living and
studying/working in a L2 eco-social environment. Agency plays an active role in these
circumstances (van Lier, 2008). Learners can fully embrace the language and experience,
selectively choose which languacultural practices they wish to engage in, or retreat back to the
L1 languaculture. This process can prove difficult in relation to ought-to L2 self, which entails
not only the learner’s own sense of what “ought to” should entail, but conflicting or competing
L1 and L2 cultural norms in addition to what influential others expect.
Motivation is dynamic with goals and sub-goals changing across time. An example of
these dynamics is found in Lantolf and Genung (2002), who examined how the focal participant
of the study shifted her motives and goals when studying Chinese as a FL as a graduate student.
She did not find the instructional style or the curriculum conducive to learning the language for
communicative purposes, which was her goal. After a period of frustration, the participant
changed her goal, deciding to pursue a superior grade in the course, no longer expecting to attain
her original objective. In concert with the change in goals, goal-directed activity changed as well.
In an additional example, Brown (2014) examined a lesbian, nontraditional learner of
Korean during a study-abroad experience in Korea, discussing how she refocused agency to
modulate and reconstruct identity while studying in what she considered to be an unfavorable
circumstance so that she could gain from the experience. These two single case studies
demonstrate that both FL and L2 contexts can prove challenging, and the interaction between
goals and goal-directed activity with the environment are not always predictable.
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Situative Perspective
Activity was also viewed from a situative perspective at both individual and activity
levels (Anderson, Reder, & Simon, 1996; Bang, 2015; Greeno, 2015; Turner & Nolen, 2015).
The situative perspective examines the relation of motivation or achievement to the situation, and
regards individuals’ beliefs and behaviors as developmental in social, cultural, and historical
contexts. Vygotsky and his followers were the pioneers of situative perspective. The processs of
learning, engagement, and development were socially situated. Nolen, Horn, and Ward (2015)
examined teachers’ motivation to learn in social contexts in a situative approach and used the
situative analysis of learners-in-context to examine teachers’ identity in a longitudinal study.
They found that identity was important to shape the motives to learn and engagement in different
teaching practices in multiple learning contexts. In addition, the situated learning theory was
promising to study “the interface of the ideal L2 self and the actionable phase of motivation” in
L2MSS (Dörnyei, 2005, p.108).
The changing nature of activities is associated with variations of motivation and goals,
which is dynamic and reformed in specific social and cultural circumstances. Leontiev (1978)
pointed out that motives for the same action could be different. Contextual dynamics of learning
environment influenced the dynamics of individual differences (Kozaki & Ross, 2011). Studies
on Chinese learners of English, as mentioned in the above section (Chen et al., 2005; Warden &
Lin, 2000), implied career and social aspiration as important factors that affected L2 learning
outcomes and L2 learners’ effort in their goal-directed activity. The driving goals and motives
might be diverse and individuals interacted with the environment differently and resulted in
different developmental trajectories.
L2 and FL learners’ motivational state are dynamic in different language learning
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contexts, which eventually lead to variations in L2 proficiency over time. Thus, individuals
accommodate to their normative environment to exert their agency in SLD and FLD. Kozaki and
Ross (2011) examined language learning outcomes with two factor of aspiration to professional
pursuit and orientation to the social mainstream. Future career prospects were positively related
to learning outcomes at individual and contextual levels. FL learners were afraid of being
different from the social norm and were motivated to align to the norms in their immediate
contexts. Additionally, peer influence was also a factor related to their motivational states in FL
classrooms. All in all, learning contexts is an important factor to impact and mediate motivation
of L2 and FL learners.
Emotion and Motivation
Emotion is an important factor that influenced motivation in SLD and FLD. Emotion was
a fundamental basis of motivation, which had been underestimated in the literature (Maclntyre,
2002). Imai (2010) regarded emotion as “socially constructed acts of communication” and
discussed emotion in collaborative an EFL classroom from a sociocultural perspective. Emotions
were socially constructed in the intersubjective encounters as individuals engaged in their goaldirected activity, and the synthesis of individuals’ emotion and goal within social interactions
were important to mediate learning and development. Emotions functioned as “mediators” while
L2 and FL learners participated in goal-directed activity. Additionally, the study provided
evidence that students in the EFL classroom adjusted their goals and emotions to exercise their
agency in the course of collaborative group. The similar learning environment might arouse
emotional intersubjectivity, which resulted in the ZPD and knowledge co-construction.
In addition, different kinds of emotions affect motivation in SLD and FLD. Imai (2010)
pointed out that researchers focused on a particular type of negative emotion and overestimated
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other emotions in mainstream SLA. Anxiety was one kind of pervasive emotions examined
widely in the process of SLD. Anxiety arousal led to poor performance (Maclntyre,2002).
Students tended to be more anxious because they were not familiar with the specific earning
environment at the beginning (Ushida, 2005). Recent research findings, however, supported that
a little bit of anxiety facilitated learning and spurred students to work hard (Cassady, 2010).
Individuals’ emotional experience within goal-directed activity affect their motivational
states. Emotions are shaped and reconstructed in the process of SLD and FLD. In addition,
emotions are situation specific and related to whether social goals are achieved or not. This is
manifested in Vygotsky’s work of perezhivanie. L2 and FL learners’ learning experiences evoke
emotionality in different goal-directed activity, which encourage or hinder them from integrating
to the L2 community. L2 learners project their developmental trajectories differently within their
immediate social context. The emotional experience allow or inhibit their participation in
subsequent goal-directed activity, affecting their long-term development.
Visualization and Motivation
Second and foreign language learners are engaged in goal-directed activity with specific
visualization and motivation in the learning process. The ideal self construct in L2MSS and
possible self construct in motivational theories (Markus & Nurius 1986; Oyserman, Bybee, &
Terry, 2006) both manifest the importance of visualization in SLD. Based on the concept of
perezhivanie from the SCT perspective, L2 learners had imaginations on their future, and their
learning experience evoked emotional responses. The L2 learning process was an imaginary
situation, that learners were immersed into the target culture and visualized their future
interaction with native speakers. The SLD or FLD was a fantasy-based experiencing-as-struggle
(Clarà, 2016), that learners exerted their agency to realize their goals.
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Visualization and goal-setting are interrelated. Munezane (2015) focused on the group of
373 Japanese university EFL learners and examined the effect of goal setting and visualization
on willingness to communicate (WTC). The result showed that visualization combined with goal
setting increased learners’ L2 WTC. In addition, self-regulated learning was related to positive
and active learning outcomes (Barnard–Brak, Paton, & Lan, 2010). Around 21% percent of
students in Munezane’s study (2015) wanted to study English intensely on their own because
English was the dominant world language for future career opportunities. One student in the
study was motivated to learning English with this specific visualization and expressed a clear
goal of becoming a specialist in order to communicate with scientists and engineers in the global
community.
The behavior of L2 learning is future-goal directed. The L2 motivation is also related to
the imagined community, which is defined as “groups of people not immediately tangible and
accessible, with whom we connected through the power of the imagination” (Kanno & Norton,
2003, p. 241). Norton also mentioned that learners acted to align to the integrity of the imagined
community (2001, p. 165). Moreover, Yashima (2009) talked about international posture and
ideal L2 self based on the Japanese context. Individuals were willing to communicate and create
new self images to find meanings in learning English with the version of ideal self in the
imagined international community. Wenger (1998, p. 76) put forward a metaphor of looking at
an apple seed to see a tree to emphasize the importance of imagination. This is applicable to SLD
and FLD. L2 and FL learners learn words and grammar in the daily life to project their fluent use
of English in the future. This imagination primes motivating force for learning. Different EFL
and ESL contexts open channels for learners’ imagination of their developmental trajectories.
In summary, this section have talked about the relationship between motivation and goals
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for SLD and FLD. Specific factors of emotions, contexts, and visualization were included to
present the complexity of motivation in various contexts. How those motivational factors were
related to SCT constructs were also discussed. In addition, the motivation of learning the
language may or may not affect L2 and FL learners’ gesture awareness in various learning
contexts. The following section would talk about gesture awareness in SLD and FLD in detail.
Speech and Gesture in Second and Foreign Language Development
Conceptual Frameworks
Gesture awareness in FLD and SLD is a mental attribute by which L2 and FL learners
gain insight into metacognitive understanding and intentional use of gesture. Not surprisingly,
learners notice the role of gesture in communication, but their degree of understanding and
conscious use of gesture in the learning process varies. In addition to understand the role of cospeech gesture, the explicit learning process (Ellis, 1995; Schmidt & Schmidt, 1995) of gesture
awareness also emphasizes co-speech gesture in use within specific contexts. How L2 and FL
learners invest their attention and energy on co-speech gesture in the explicit learning process is
a concern. How L2 and FL learners go through the internal and gradual process of realizing the
role of gesture and their deliberate use of gesture in the process of SLD and FLD is an important
aspect to be explored to increase cultural awareness (Littlewood, 2001). Although different
hypotheses have explored how gesture is involved in speech production and interaction (see
review by Gao, Liu, & Zhou, 2016), gesture awareness has not been specified. Additionally, van
Compernolle and Williams (2011) talked about gesture as language awareness and argued that it
was not only about the understanding of language in speech but also gesture in a “holistic and
synthetic nature” (p. 206).
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Svalberg (2009) suggested the “engagement” approach to raise language awareness
(Svalberg, 2012) by actively engaging and working with the language, which could also be
applied to gesture awareness. Additionally, Scarvaglieri (2017) introduced Knapp’s (2008, p. 94)
concept of “communicative awareness”, that how recipients perceive communication and nonlinguistic ways of communication in different situations to connect the communicative means
and ends. Byram (2012) also argued that critical skills and reflexivity were important in critical
language and cultural awareness, which was related to gesture awareness as well. As L2 and FL
learners were more aware of L2 gesture in the process of language learning, they might also be
critical and reflective of their L1 gesture use in return as well as cross-cultural variations.
Thinking is the unity of thinking body and nature. Thinking body was a manifestation of
the perezhivanie, which could be understood from the monist approach, and thinking is being
articulated in the process of gesturing (Roth & Jornet, 2016). Communicative expressions and
the environment, gesture and words were inherently connected. The brain, body, cultural
artifacts, and mind functioned together as a system in the embodied process (van Compernolle,
2011). In the process of multimodal communication, gesture and speech were not different
conceptualizations, but “different manifestations of the same living and moving thinking body”
(Roth & Jornet, 2016).
Growth point theory. McNeill put forward growth point (GP) theory (2005, 2015) that
speech and gesture came together in mind as a part of thought and a unit of the imagery-language
dialectic. Although McNeil (1992, 2005) mainly discusses language production and acquisition
in terms of L1, his research is applicable to gesture studies in SLD and FLD. The GP theory
admits the importance of social contexts because growth points are intrinsically social, and
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changes of social contexts affect the imagery-language dialectic (McNeil, 2005). The GP is also
related to the leaners’ conscious knowledge about language (Lantolf, 2010).
Growth referred to where speech and gesture grew in a single idea unit. The GP was a
minimal unit of imagery-language dialectic, and an internal part to understand the sense of the
language (McNeil, 2012, p.22). McNeill (1992, 2015) extended the sociocultural theory to the
study of gesture by adopting Vygotsky’s perspective to discuss the connection between thought
and language, and pointed out that gesture was closely intertwined with speech. The idea of GP
was proposed based on the synchrony and co-expressivity of speech and gesture. Gesture,
idiosyncratic and imaginary, was formed at the moment of speaking (McNeil, 2002). Speech and
gesture intersected and interacted with each other and were synchronized and co-expressive to
show the same underlying idea. In addition, gesture embodied the meaning in the material
experiences and enhanced materialization (McCafferty, 2004, 2008; McNeil, 2012). Both speech
and gesture were helpful for L2 learners to inhabit the second languaculture, and gesture and
word were inhabited by the same meaning (McNeill, 2012).
McNeil (2000, 2012) has provided empirical studies in L1 to support the GP theory and
more researchers started to apply the GP theory in L2 studies. Morett (2014) investigated the
influence of gesture on communication, encoding, and recall, and observed representational,
beat, and deictic gestures produced by English speakers while learning different second
languages. This was the first study to support that gesture enactment was more effective than
gesture viewing in terms of learning outcomes and provided evidence to support the predictions
of growth point theory. Moreover, Negueruela, Lantolf, Jordan, and Gelabert (2004) studied the
description of motion events for L2 speakers of English and Spanish based on GP theory and
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suggested that advanced L2 speakers still had difficulties in adapting to L2 thinking-for-speaking
patterns (McNeill & Duncan, 2000; Slobin, 2003).
Thinking-for-Speaking. Slobin (1996, 2003) put forward the idea of thinking-forspeaking (TFS) according to which different forms of thinking-pattern restricted how experience
or events were expressed. Different language speakers had different TFS patterns to indicate the
semantic domains. Language was subjectively orientated to human experience, and this
orientation affected the way how individuals thought (Slobin, 1996, p.91). Experience was
filtered through language in the process of thinking. TFS was dynamic for speakers to organize
their thinking in order to meet the demand of on-line encoding (McNeil, 2000). Slobin also
outlined three relevant areas in the TFS framework, including L1 learning, historical change, and
additional language learning. Slobin (1996, p. 89) stated that TFS “is exceptionally resistant to
restructuring in the case of adult SLA”.
Second language learners’ TFS pattern were restricted both by their L1 and L2, which
influenced their speech and gesture production and comprehension. To date, findings have been
mixed, some studies having found a shift in co-speech gesture for path (Cadierno, 2004;
Cadierno & Ruiz, 2006; Choi & Lantolf, 2008; Kita, & Özyürek,2003; Lewis, 2009; Kellerman
& van Hoof, 2003; Stam, 2006, 2010), but not manner, except Stam’s finding (2015) of a change
for manner in a longitudinal case study on the same participant over a 14-year period of living in
the U.S. Additionally, co-speech gesture patterns for the L2 had been found with use of the L1
from a different typology (Brown & Gullberg, 2008; Brown, 2015), opening up the possibility of
TFS reconceptualization with the influence of L2 contexts of exposure, motivation, and
experiences in the L2 languaculture.
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Gesture Studies in Second and Foreign Language Development
The concepts of sociocultural theory are critical to understand the relationship between
speech and co-speech gesture in second and foreign language development. L2 and FL learners
appropriated gestures to facilitate their SLD and FLD, mediate their conceptualizations of L2
features, and regulate their thought to fit in specific language learning contexts (Dahl, &
Ludvigsen, 2014; Gullberg, 2006; Porter, 2016; Smotrova & Lantolf, 2013). In addition, gesture
was a way to gain access to the speaker’s mental representation and connect sensorimotor
experience and language (McClearly & de Arantes Letie, 2013; Cienki & Müller, 2008; Roth &
Lawless, 2002; Roth, 2003). With regard to cross-cultural and cross-linguistic variations, gesture
expressed thought in a symbolic way with coordination of speech (Cavicchio & Kita, 2013;
Gullberg, 2009; Kita, 2009; Özçalışkan, 2012; Yoshioka, 2008).
Gesture and Mediation
Second and foreign language learners appropriated both speech and co-speech gesture as
a form of mediation. Gesture functioned as a meditational component in the process of L2
acquisition and development (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006). McCafferty (2004) analyzed iconic and
abstract deictic gestures, which functioned as a form of distributed cognition, and viewed that
gesture and space functioned as self-organizing forms to mediate the L2 learning.
The exposure of gesture facilitated L2 and FL learning and enhanced target language
acquisition and communication (Morett, Gibbs, & MacWhinney, 2012; Morett, 2014). Inceoglu
(2015) found that FL teachers initiated gestures more frequently than learners in the teaching
process to help explain words and collocations. Furthermore, FL and L2 learners identified or
detected questions with gestures in the learning process, particularly for children (Kamiya, 2016,
2018; Rowe, Silverman, & Mullan, 2013). Balhiah (2013) showed gesture as comprehensible
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input by reinforcing, disambiguating the meaning, and establishing cohesion across talk turns. L2
speakers used gesture as a kind of international communication strategy to avoid problems of
discourse ambiguity by providing spatial scaffolding for cohesion whether with or without visual
access to the addressee (Gullberg, 2008).
Additionally, Smotrova and Lantolf (2013) examined gesture-speech synchronization to
mediate the understanding of L2 concepts through interactional affordance of catchments, which
referred to recurrent gestures that performed a cohesive function across discourses. The use of
catchments helped achieve alignment and shared mutual orientation to the contextual meaning
between a teacher and students. Furthermore, Smotrova (2017) reported that a university English
as an ESL teacher used co-speech gesture to show syllabification, word stress, and rhythm as a
pedagogical tool in the teaching process.
In addition, Rosborough (2012, 2014, 2016) studied gesture as a mediational tool in the
process of meaning-making in L2 classrooms. Rosborough (2012) talked about the role of
gesture as an important part in L2 communication and an embodied form for learning in an L2
classroom. Gesture produced joint-attention, shared meaning-making, and revealed narrative
identity that was not available through the verbal channel. In addition, the teacher’s conscious
awareness of gesture provided ecosocial affordance for learning, which implied that teachers
should provide space and time in activities that invited gesture production and increased the
awareness of gesture in L2 instruction. From an assessment perspective, gesture could also be
used to aid in learning and overcome learning struggles. Gesture embodied students’
languacultural reality and provided teachers insights into students’ learning and development
through the interpersonal communication.
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Furthermore, Rosborough (2014) discussed the role of gesture from an ecological
learning perspective, regarding meaning making as an interdependent relationship that included
leaners, learners’ perception abilities, and the affordance in the environment. Gesture mediated
the meaning making process between a teacher and a student in a math assignment and helped
achieve joint attention and share intentionality in the internalization process. The learner had a
deeper understanding in gestural interaction through this “embodied hands-as-artifact”
experience. In addition, Rosborough (2016) focused on one student’s gesture sequence of a new
chronotope of time to go to bed, which provided a window to the student’s understanding of the
topic and situated learning of the required vocabulary based on his personal experience.
Studies have also manifested other-regulation in the interaction, especially between
teachers and learners in classroom settings (Kita, 2009; Morett, 2014; Rosborough, 2014).
Churchill et al., (2010) provided evidence of object-regulation with a grammar worksheet as one
kind of social cognitive resources. The symbolic gestures between a tutor and a learner while
working on a grammar worksheet aided in shifting interaction turn, keeping participants engaged
in learning, and visualizing the process of learning. In terms of self-regulation, van Compernolle
and Williams (2011) reported French learners’ self-generated gesture to mediate their thinking
with an expert mediator. Gesture conveyed additional information not explicated in speech and
complemented speech to work through L2 problems, suggesting that learners not only paid
attention to gestures but also systematically incorporated gestures as pedagogical tools in the
learning process. Additionally, Seo and Koshik (2010) addressed the learners’ use of gesture as
repair initiators in ESL conversational tutoring sessions, and showed that gesture initiated repair
on their own without accompanying speech and prompted self-correction in a pedagogical
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manner. Moreover, Inceoglu (2015) focused on a French teacher’s gesture in an FL classroom to
explain words or collocations and teachers gestured more frequently than students.
Gesture and private speech. Gesture functioned as self-regulation with private speech to
form the dialogic interaction with the self to scaffold learning as a solitary activity. L2 learners
externalized their private speech to mediate the thinking process (Lantolf, 2006, p.96). Lee
(2008) observed nodding, beats, and deictic gestures to show that gesture functioned as
mediating self-scaffolding actions in private speech for L2 reading comprehension. Additionally,
McCafferty and Rosborough (2014) focused on gesture without speech in private communication
during interactions in an ESL elementary classroom and found that gesture functioned as
managerial and pedagogical tools. Students employed gesture to engage in off-task topics in the
classroom, and teachers used gesture to regulate students’ behavior without disrupting the flow
of the class.
Gesture and Internalization
Language learners and teachers internalized and reflected on their use of gesture to
facilitate the learning and teaching process. Gesture cognitively helped speakers organize their
speech. With regard to gesture awareness from teachers’ perspective, Lazaration (2004) used
microanalysis and self-reflection in a collaborative case study on classroom discourses This
study examined one ESL teacher’s gesture to represent the actual movement of verbs explaining
unplanned vocabulary in three focus-on-form lessons, and the results showed that idiosyncratic
gesture was like wheels of thoughts to help the teacher grasp more fully of her own teaching
practice. Gesture used in this case did not function as compensatory, because it did not fill in a
gap in the teacher’s pedagogical or communicative competence, but showed the depth of
vocabulary explanation. This study highlighted the potential role of gestural input in L2 learning
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and called for the teacher’s attention to the danger of overusing gesture. In addition, Gregersen
(2007) examined teachers’ perception of FL learners’ anxiety by decoding nonverbal behaviors,
and implied that nonverbal behaviors including gesture, were an important factor in assessing
language-anxious students, emphasizing the importance of nonverbal awareness training to
improve teachers’ perception of students’ anxiety. Moreover, Thompson (2014) examined how
teachers were reflective of gesture as a form of self-expression for organization and management
after watching one EFL teacher’s performance.
In addition to studies on how teachers internalized the use of gesture in the process of
teaching, how FL and L2 learners internalized the role of gesture was also a concern. Sime
(2006) focused on students’ perception of teacher’s gesture and other nonverbal behaviors in an
EFL classroom. Students reported that teachers’ gesture was useful to clarify meanings, give
clues, create conditions for learning, confirm learning, and imply teacher’s enthusiasm and
encouragement. Gesture also contributed to establishing a cooperative classroom climate,
developing group cohesion, and promoting motivation to learn. Pragmatically, teachers used
gesture to organize the interaction, control speech turns, and check students’ involvement.
Subsequently, Sime (2008) focused on cognitive functions of gesture in enhancing
comprehension, learning process, and feedback to the output from learners’ perspective,
highlighting teachers’ gesture to emphasis key words or ideas, present important beliefs, and
increase saliency. The results suggested that gesture supported memorization, established
intersubjectivity, and shared a common set of gestural meanings.
Gesture and imitation. Interlocutors imitated each other’s gesture to facilitate second
and foreign language development (McCafferty & Rosborough, 2014; Macedonia, Bergmann, &
Roithmayr, 2014; Macedonia & von Knösche, 2011; Macedonia, Müller, & Friederici, 2010).
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Researchers have found that the imitation process served as a channel to signal listeners’ ongoing
understanding of the topic and achieve mutual understanding by remedying the speakers’ trouble
or repair in the process of socialization (Eskildsen & Wanger, 2013, 2015). Smotraova and
Lantolf (2013) examined that students mirrored and modified the teacher’s gesture to verify
teacher’s explanation of concepts and enact their thinking. On the one hand, students displayed
detailed information by gesture and copied teachers’ gesture to represent their modified
understanding. On the other hand, the teacher used gesture as a pedagogical tool to remediate
and improve students’ understanding of L2 concepts. Two students in this study also mirrored
each other’s gesture, but the authors did not mention peer mirroring, which might also be an
important part that need further exploration. In addition, participants were in two different level
courses and majors. It would be better to see more comparison between advanced and
intermediate levels of proficiency and examine whether gestural differences would be found or
not. Later, Smotrova (2015) provided an in-depth analysis of gesture in teaching pronunciation in
a beginner-level reading class. The English teacher used gesture as a pedagogical tool to make
students understand syllabification, word stress, and rhythm, and students imitated the teacher’s
gesture and appropriated gesture as a learning tool to grasp features of L2 pronunciation to
benefit their own learning.
In addition to students’ imitation of teacher’s gesture, Majlesi (2014) wrote teacher’s
matching gesture (which meant similar gesture made by the teacher and students) as repetitions
of students’ gesture in Swedish learning classrooms. Particularly, this study discussed dual
functions of matching gestures, which connected the interaction and displayed mutual
understanding and confirmation. The teacher used matching gesture as one kind of recast to
correct or modify students’ mistakes in verbal communication, exaggerated gesture forms to
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highlight the pedagogical focus in the interactional repair-work. The matching gesture also
worked in managing talking turns to compensate for verbal expression.
Peltier and McCafferty (2010) found that university instructors of Italian engaged in a
constant use of Italian gesture as well as Italian ways of gesturing. Students mirrored their
instructors’ Italian gesture in FL classrooms. Furthermore, Nardotto Peiltier (2015) examined
gesture as mimetic forms for identity development in Italian learning classrooms. Teachers
established an Italian languaculture in FL classrooms and students mirrored teacher’s gesture as
a kind of social semiotics in learning Italian within that specific languaculture.
Gesture and Contextual Environment
Sociocultural theory highlighted the importance of contextual environment on SLD and
FLD. Different environment affected the appropriation of gesture in discourses (Efron, 1941,
1972; Graham & Argyle, 1975; Scheflen, 1972). Learners in naturalistic learning conditions
produced more native-like gestures, and gesture forms were more appropriate than learners in
instruction-only environment. McCafferty and Ahmed (2000) found that L2 learners’ gesture in a
naturalistic context was more like the native speakers of English than those who learned English
through classroom instructions. Non-verbal elements were important for the process of
acculturation. Jungheim (2006) presented that L2 learners had difficulty in acquiring Japanese
refusal gesture in terms of perception and production because of the underlying different
comprehensibility in Japanese without understanding of status and face in the Japanese culture,
suggesting the difficulty of performing a task when the learning condition was less than natural.
So et al., (2012) analyzed bilingual children’s use of third-person referents when children
communicated with their care givers at home, which provided authentic information in their
daily discourse and did not underestimate children’s speech and gesture in natural environment.
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Gesture carried contextual information in L2 learning as well (Ibanze et al., 2010). Studies in
naturalistic settings were necessary and more productive for SLD and FLD than in laboratory
and classroom settings, because experimental studies might neglect important pragmatic aspects
in communication (Morett, 2014; Roth, 2003).
Mori and Hayashi (2006) highlighted the communicative function of gesture in a bidirectional communication between Japanese and English speakers and explored how they
realized intersubjectivity in two cases of embodied completions in natural conversation settings.
The dynamic learning process was realized through gesture from L1 speakers’ consistent
assessment and evaluation of L2 speakers’ comprehension and L2 speakers’ reaction of nodding
and gaze. The embodied completion was important in cross-cultural communication for both
interlocutors. Moreover, L2 speakers depended on gesture to facilitate their communication with
native speakers to avoid misunderstanding (Gullberg & McCafferty, 2008; McCafferty &
Rosborough, 2014). Zhao (2008) found that Chinese speakers gestured more either consciously
or unconsciously while talking with English speakers than with Chinese speakers as a
communicative strategy to avoid misunderstanding.
Gesture productions varied and were influenced by cross-cultural variations. Kita (2009)
reviewed cross-cultural variation with speech and accompanying gesture and identified four
factors governing the variation, including cultural specific conventions, spatial cognition, crosslinguistic differences, and gesture pragmatics. Gesture with cultural specific conventions was
related to emblems, which were the convention in certain culture, like the OK sign. Gesture with
spatial cognition varied in different cultures. Linguistic differences influenced spatial cognition
across human groups and gesture was not a unitary phenomenon, but highly variable within its
culture (Levinson & Levinson, 2003). In terms of time, Chinese speakers tended to show vertical
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movement compared with English speakers’ horizontal movements. Boroditsky, Fuhrman, and
McCormick (2011) offered evidences by using the example of last month. Chinese speakers
would articulate shang ge yue in Chinese, which meant up or ahead, with an upward hand
movement, whereas, English speakers waved their hands horizontally. Mandarin-English
bilinguals also thought about time vertically even speaking English, showing the native language
influence in shaping habitual thought in abstract domains.
Additionally, linguistic differences were related to the idea of thinking-for-speaking in
different language typologies, which had been mentioned in the above section on TFS. A number
of studies examined learners’ speech and gestures in the description of motion events based on
TFS framework and the results were inconclusive. Researches showed that learners reserved
their L1 thinking-for-speaking patterns, and the learning of native-like gestures was a
developmental process of accumulation (Brown & Gullberg, 2008; Brown, 2015; Cadierno,
2004; Cadierno & Ruiz, 2006; Choi & Lantolf, 2008; Kellerman & van Hoof, 2003; Lewis,
2009; Negueruela & Lantolf, 2004; Özyürek et al., 2008; Stam, 2006, 2010, 2015). Besides,
quantitative studies of gesture and TFS on motion events were conducted, qualitative studies on
different developmental trajectories and language proficiency were necessary for future research.
Gesture differed cross-culturally in accordance with pragmatics. Kita (2009) pointed out
gestural variations in head movement, hand shape, forms of pointing, emblems, and handedness.
In addition, gesture space (position, size and plane of production) and gesture rate (number of
gestures per word or per speech phrase) also differed. Italians tended to produce salient gestures
(Cavicchio & Kita, 2013; Kendon, 2004), who often raised, extended, and rotated upper arm
movements (elbow flexion) and expanded gesture production in all directions, creating a much
larger “gesture box” (McNeil, 2002) than found in most cultures. Additionally, Italian speakers
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frequently used both hands, changed hand shape frequently, exhibited muscular tension when
gesturing, and extended and spread their fingers (Kendon, 2004, p. 186). Nardotto Peltier (2015)
studied Italian gesture in FL classrooms and pointed out that Italian gestures were largely
responsible for the stereotypical “larger-than-life” characterization to pragmatically intensify
meaning through exaggeration.
Cultural norms were also important to influence gesture production in second and foreign
language development. Smithson, Nicoladis, and Marentette (2011) compared gesture rate
among children of language speakers. They found that French-English bilinguals produced the
most gestures in the same task design, because children had established the cultural norm of
gesture rate and frequency early in their culture. This study emphasized the effect of culture on
language learners’ processing styles as an important “determiner” of gesture rate and highlighted
the influence of immediate contexts and direct experience within specific culture on gesture
appropriation.
Learners with different language backgrounds perceived and produced gesture differently
when they were speaking in L1 or L2. Bilinguals used more gestures than monolinguals in terms
of gesture rate (Nicoladis, Pika, Yin, & Marentette, 2007; Pika, Nicoladis, & Marentette, 2006;
Smithson, Nicoladis, & Marentette, 2011), frequency, and task styles (Nagpal, Nicoladis, &
Marentette, 2011). Özçalışkan (2012) suggested that acquiring native-like gesture patterns took
longer time than acquiring native-like speech patterns after examining gestural differences
between bilinguals and monolinguals. Pika et al., (2006) examined different language learners
and confirmed the gestural transfer from language with a high to low frequency language.
Additionally, So et al., (2012) provided evidence of representational gesture transfer from
English to Mandarin by analyzing third-person referents in discourse principle, and found that
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bilinguals with dominant language or balanced languages showed different transfers. Gesture
proceeded speech in unbalanced bilinguals in the acquisition of discourse skills (So & Lim,
2012), which was also applied to sequential and natural bilinguals. Brown (2008) argued that
gesture viewpoints varied systematically across languages (Japanese and English) and reported a
bidirectional transfer because of cross-linguistic interactions.
Gesture carried culture-specific meanings, as manifested by the cross-cultural variation
between Chinese and American gesture. The gesture of Chinese learners of English was deeply
rooted in Chinese culture, which was a relatively low-gesture culture when compared with highgesture culture in the United States (Duncan, 2005; So, 2010). Thus, the gesture perception and
production of Chinese learners of English might be influenced by various contexts. So (2010)
examined gesture frequency in Asian culture and compared gesture of Chinese monolinguals and
bilingual speakers of American English, finding that bilinguals’ gesture frequency or space was
more salient compared with monolinguals. In addition, English monolinguals produced more
gestures than Chinese monolinguals, because Americans were more likely to have body
movement to express their ideas.
Proficiency and Gesture Production
Second and foreign language proficiency also affected gesture production (Gullberg,
1999, Ibáñez et al., 2010; Napal, Nicoladis, & Marentette, 2011; Nicoladis, Mayberry, &
Genesee, 1999; Sherman & Nicoladis, 2004; Yoshioka, 2008). Gregersen, Oliveres-Cuhat, and
Storm (2009) categorized gestures into illustrators, adaptors, compensatory illustrators, emblems,
and affect displays, and showed learners’ variation of gesture frequency at different proficiency
levels. Learners at a higher proficiency level used more symbolic gestures, whereas, those at a
lower proficiency level produced more deictic gestures. Learners used more gestures in L1 than
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in L2. In addition, So et al., (2013) examined the English–Mandarin bilinguals’ gesture while
retelling a story and showed that speakers at a high proficiency level produced concrete deictic
gestures when referents were lexically not specified in speech and iconic gestures for referents
specified in speech. Speakers at a lower proficiency level produced both concrete deictic and
iconic gestures whether referents were specified or not.
Additionally, Sherman and Nicoladis (2004) focused on advanced L2 learners and found
that they produced more deictics in L2 than in L1, suggesting the increasing deictics when
proficiency was low. This study did not align with Gullberg (1999) that intermediated L2
speakers used deictics for grammar difficulties, because participants were at advanced levels.
Different from Gullberg’s (1999) finding that intermediate L2 learners used more symbolic
gestures in L1 than in L2, no significant differences of the rate of symbolic gestures and the
correlation between symbolic gestures and L2 proficiency were found. This study encouraged
future research to examine the role of symbolic gestures whether these were used for listeners to
mediate difficult speech (Beattie & Shovelton, 2000) or for speakers to provide detailed or
imagistic information (Alibali, Kita, & Young, 2000)
Studies on the relation between L2 proficiency and gesture perception and production
were inconclusive. Özyürek (2002) focused on Turkish learners of English and found that
advance in L2 proficiency affected gesture production. Advanced L2 speakers were more likely
to adopt to the L2 gesture patterns compared with those at the beginning and intermediate levels.
This study, however, coded specific kind of gesture based on two criteria of being used at least
once or never used, lacking detailed investigation. Ibáñez et al., (2010) provided event related
potentials evidence about the context sensitivity of gestures and found that advanced L2 speakers
had neuronal responses that were similar to native speakers, which was not found in L2 speakers
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at lower proficiency levels. Negueruela et al., (2004) found that L2 learners continued to reserve
their L1 TFS patterns, even if at the advanced level, denying the direct relationship between
language proficiency to TFS patterns, as well as gesture production.
Summary
The chapter have summarized literature and theoretical framework of motivation and
gesture in second and foreign language development from a sociocultural perspective. The
reviewed literature presented application of the SCT theory to SLD and FLD, which included
mediation, regulation, internalization, imitation, perezhivanie, and activity theory. This chapter
has reviewed relevant studies on L2 motivation based on L2MSS theory and found that
motivation and goal-directed activity have not been united in L2 motivation literature (Qin &
Dai, 2013). Additionally, the role of gesture in SLD and FLD has been explored in previous
research but gesture awareness, particularly from the L2 and FL learners’ perspectives, has not
received much attention. Most importantly, the exploration of contextual influences on
motivation and gesture of L2 and FL learners has been sparse. The link between motivation and
gesture was not explored previously.
Individual differences within certain culture with cross-linguistic differences affect the
study of motivation and gesture in SLD and FLD. The changing environment influence the
motivation and gesture production in goal-directed activity. L2 and FL learners go through
different processes of preparing for language learning in their home country, studying abroad in
the target country, and returning to their home country. The changing environment results in
different perezhivaniya and affects their motivation and gesture awareness in the learning
process. Learners in different contexts have different opportunities or resources in the process of
learning, which lead to variations of motivation and gesture awareness within specific goal-
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directed activity. Studies on various learning trajectories in different contextual settings and how
L2 and FL learners perform in different situated activities are necessary.
In summary, this review has outlined the literature on motivation and discussed the
importance of motivation as connected to goal-directed activity. Important theories and empirical
studies of gesture have also been introduced. As the above review of sociocultural concepts and
research studies of motivation and gesture indicated, the area of SLD and FLD would greatly
benefit if explored from a sociocultural perspective. Based on the literature review, possibilities
for future research lead to the examination of motivation as related to goal-directed activity and
gesture awareness as well as their interplay of in different contexts. The next chapter will talk
about the research design, incorporating the research questions from Chapter 1 and the literature
presented in this chapter. Topics will include the methodology, participants, data collection, data
analysis, and researcher’s role.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
This chapter provides an overview of the methodology in this study including the
purpose, research questions, rationale for a mixed methods research design, and participant
selection. A discussion of data collection follows detailed information about questionnaires in
the quantitative phase and video-recorded tasks and interviews in the qualitative phase. Data
analysis of both quantitative and qualitative phases are mentioned specifically. The last section
discusses the researcher’s role and ethical consideration of the study.
Purpose of the Study
This study used a sociocultural theoretical perspective to understand motivation as
connected to goal-directed activity and gesture awareness for Chinese learners of English in
different educational contexts and in relation to different levels of English proficiency. Two
groups of students were EFL learners and the other two groups were ESL learners. The first
group of EFL participants consisted of college students in China (G1) without the intention of
learning English for studying abroad. They were overall at the lowest level of English
proficiency among the four groups as determined by standardized test scores. EFL learners who
were preparing for a study abroad experience (G2) were expected to be both more motivated and
demonstrate more awareness of gesture, both due to a higher level of proficiency and proximity
to living and studying abroad as the goal of their studies.
The two ESL groups were at different stages in their study abroad experience. The first
group of ESL learners (G3), at the time of the study, were currently living and studying abroad.
As such they were expected to be at a higher level of English proficiency, have a higher level of
motivation, and demonstrate greater gesture awareness than either of the EFL groups (G1 & G2).
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The second group of ESL learners were those Chinese students who had returned to China after
completing their study-abroad experience (G4), although they may continue to use English in
their work or study. As such, they were expected to be at the highest levels of English
proficiency but not as motivated nor demonstrate greater gesture awareness than G3 because of
the lack of immediate exposure to the target languaculture.
In addition, it was important to point out that while higher levels of English proficiency
should be related to motivation this is not necessarily the case for gesture awareness. Although
aspects of proficiency in relation to gesture occurred, they did not comprise a direct correlational
relationship, and I could not say a one-on-one correspondence exists between proficiency and
gesture awareness. As such no attempt was made to quantitatively link the two in the study.
Three forms of data collection were employed: 1) both a motivation and a gesture survey;
2) tasks aimed at producing gestures in the process of description and narration; and 3)
interviews of participants at both low and high proficiency levels, relatively, within each of the
four groups. The surveys on motivation and gesture provided mean differences across groups in
different contexts. Motivational dispositions could prove related to gesture awareness, although
as suggested above, no attempt was made to correlate the two through statistical comparison. The
qualitative phase, including at least four participants in each of the four groups, provided
understanding of motivation and gesture awareness in greater detail, and the two tasks provided
empirical evidence of gesture production through having students describe different scenarios.
Gesture production may or may not correspond to the results of the surveys and interviews or
may also demonstrate linkage.
Chinese learners of English in different contexts have different access to the exposure of
English learning resources and interactions with English native speakers, which may affect their
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motivation of learning English. Those who were learning English as a foreign language (EFL)
had fewer chances to interact with English native speakers and less exposure to the target
languaculture. Those participants (G3) were immersed in the target culture and used English in
their daily life. They had multiple and diverse opportunities to engage in goal-directed activity,
or in the case of G4, had been exposed to that level of interaction in the past, if not in the present.
Those contextual differences influenced goal-directed activity as linked to motivation and were
explored in interviews. In addition, FL and L2 learners envisioned their learning experiences
differently, which also affected their intended efforts. Their motivation of learning English may
vary from context to context as well as individually.
Gesture awareness was an important aspect in SLD and FLD when exposed to different
languaculture, providing further information as to a speaker’s meaning-making. Typically, L2 or
FL learners in classroom contexts were preoccupied with the linguistic features of the target
language, whereas, those with naturalistic exposure had direct contact in the eco-social
environment. It should also be noted, as found in Chapter two, some researchers had explored the
role of gesture in teaching and learning and emphasized the importance of gesture (e.g.
Lazaration & Ishihara, 2005; Gregersen, 2007; Haught & McCafferty, 2008; Rosborough, 2012,
2014). Such findings may also prove to be the case for Chinese learners of English in this study.
Research Questions
The aim of this study was to examine motivation and gesture awareness of Chinese
learners of English in EFL and ESL contexts and focused on the following research questions:
1. Are there differences in motivation as related to goal-directed activity and gesture
awareness as well as their interplay for Chinese learners of English in EFL and ESL
contexts? (associated with surveys in the quantitative phase)
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2. In what ways do motivation as related to goal-directed activity and gesture awareness
as well as their interplay for Chinese learners of English differ in EFL and ESL contexts?
(associated with interviews in the qualitative phase)
3. What are the differences for co-speech gesture production in the L1 and L2 for Chinese
learners of English in EFL and ESL contexts? (associated with tasks in the qualitative
phase)
Mixed Methods Research Design
This mixed methods research (MMR) examined motivation and gesture awareness of
Chinese learners of English while they were reflecting on their English learning experiences in
the process of SLD and FLD. This explanatory sequential mixed methods research design
(Creswell & Clark, 2007) involved collecting quantitative data first and then further explaining
quantitative results with qualitative data (Table1). This design was helpful to answer research
questions on the role of motivation and gesture in SLD and FLD. Specifically, initial quantitative
data provided information of motivational disposition and gesture awareness for Chinese learners
of English in different learning contexts. In turn, qualitative data complemented or contrasted the
results through a more detailed understanding of motivation in goal-directed activity and gesture
awareness after watching participants’ own gesture productions to provide emic views.
In a final step, both quantitative and qualitative phases in this MMR design were
integrated to bring insights into motivation as related to goal-directed activity and gesture
awareness of Chinese learners of English in different EFL and ESL contexts. The qualitative data
provided explanations of the quantitative results to check similarity or differences among across
different contexts. Individual and group interviews and gesture awareness tasks offered an
insider’s view and checked the comparability with quantitative results within and across groups.
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Table 1
Diagram of the Explanatory MMR Design
Sections
Phase 1:
Quantitative
section

Phases
Quantitative
data collection
Quantitative
data analysis

Research questions
1. Are there differences in motivation
as related to goal-directed activity and
gesture awareness as well as their
interplay for Chinese learners of
English in EFL and ESL contexts?

Participant
selection

Phase 2:
qualitative
section

Qualitative data
collection

Qualitative data
analysis

What are the differences for co-speech
gesture production in the L1 and L2
for Chinese learners of English in EFL
and ESL contexts?
In what ways do motivation as related
to goal-directed activity and gesture
awareness as well as their interplay for
Chinese learners of English differ in
EFL and ESL contexts?

Procedures

Products

Motivation & gesture
online surveys
MANOVA, planned
contrast, EFA, CFA,
ESEM, Measurement and
structural invariance tests
Participants with high
and low English
proficiency level

Numeric data
(N=937)
Descriptive statistics;
mean differences
Participants in four
groups (N=20)

Gesture tasks

Video-recordings of
gesture production

Individual and group
interviews

Interview transcripts;
field notes

Thematic analysis

Themes

Phase 3:
Integration
Both quantitative and
Integrated results and
integrated
qualitative data
findings
section
Note. EFA: exploratory factor analysis; CFA: confirmatory factor analysis; ESEM: exploratory structural equation modeling; MI tests:
measurement invariance tests.
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The integration of two methods created tension and complemented each other to reveal the
complexities of motivation and gesture awareness in SLD and FLD as found in the study.
Recruitment Procedures
Phase 1: Quantitative
Consent from the Offices of Research Integrity – Human Subjects Research at UNLV
was obtained. Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval is not required in China. The
recruitment procedure included online and face-to-face interactions. With instructors’ help,
participants in G1 were recruited at two universities. Instructors made an announcement in their
classes and distributed the consent form along with the online questionnaires to their students if
students were willing to participate in this study. In addition to teacher’s distribution of the
online surveys, panel research companies were used to recruit participants across the countries
with demographic diversity: one in China for participants in G2 and G4; and the other in the
United States for participants in G3.
Participants included more than 150 Chinese learners of English in each context for
multiple-group comparisons over the key constructs of motivation and gesture. Participants in
the four contexts had the opportunity to ask the researcher any questions about the research via
email or online chat software like WeChat. Once participants indicated their willingness to join,
they were directed to the websites and answered questions anonymously.
Phase 2: Qualitative
Participants in the qualitative phase were recruited from teachers’ recommendations and
students’ referrals. I was familiar with several high school and university teachers and asked for
their help. I disseminated information of the study across several schools. Teachers in each
context announced this study to their students and invited students to participate, because they
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were familiar with their students’ performance. Two high school teachers had taught for more
than ten years, and their graduates were studying in universities all around the world. Thus,
several participants joined in this study with teachers’ recommendations. Two universities
teachers encouraged their students to join in this study as well. In addition, participants who
joined this study first, introduced their friends to participate as a group interview. Overall, twenty
participants were recruited in total.
Participants
The purpose of this study guided participant selection. The focus was Chinese learners of
English: 18 to 50 years old; Chinese native culture; L1 Chinese; English as a FL or L2.
Specifically, participants included students from four groups, differing in their English learning
contexts, goals for learning English, and envisioning of their future FLD or SLD. Also, central to
the study was how participants in each group exercised agency to available resources in their
respective contexts in conjunction with different goal-directed activity, an aspect of investigation
that taken up during the interviews of selected participants as part of the qualitative component
of the overall study.
Foreign and second language development was addressed in a general snap-shot way
through standard test scores at the time of data collection in each group to indicate participants’
English proficiency levels. The EFL college entrance examination score or pass of College
English Test Bank 4 (CET 4) or College English Test Bank 6 (CET 6) for participants in G1, and
Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL)/ International English Language Testing
System (IELTS) scores for participants in G2, G3, and G4 were collected as an
operationalization of their English proficiency levels. English proficiency based on test scores
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varied in an increasing order from CET 4 to CET 6, and TOEFL score above 80 was an average
bar to apply for studying abroad.
Phase 1: Participants
The quantitative phase included two pilot studies and this dissertation research (Table 2).
The pilot studies checked the validity and reliability of the gesture awareness scale that was the
first gesture questionnaire in SLD and FLD (See the scale development in Appendix C). The
participant selection criteria in the pilot studies was flexible and included Chinese learners of
English at universities.
This dissertation study consisted of 937 Chinese learners of English with 69% females
with a convenience sample. The sample of G1 consisted of 377 participants (71% females),
among whom 15% had passed the CET 4. The demographic characteristics (Figure 1)
represented Chinese learners of English across different provinces in China. The sample for G2
consisted of 205 participants (67% females), among whom 59% had passed CET 6. The sample
for G3 consisted of 183 students who were currently studying abroad (76% females), and 77% of
them had received a TOEFL score of higher than 80 out of 120. G4 consisted of a total of 172
returnees (67% females), 59% of whom had passed CET 6 and 47% of whom had received a
TOEFL score higher than 80. Most participants in groups 1-3 were aged between 18 and 25
years (89% G1, 60% G2, 76% G3, respectively), and most participants in G4 were aged above
26 (73%). To note, a total of 937 participants answered the motivation survey but 831
participants answered the gesture survey, missing 142 participants in G1.
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Figure 1. Demographic information of provinces.

Table 2
Participants in the Quantitative Phase
Groups

Participants

Group 1

college students in China without
intention of studying abroad
students who are learning English
in China to prepare to study abroad
in the U.S.
students who are living and
studying abroad
students who have returned to
China after completing their study
abroad experience

Group 2
Group 3
Group 4
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1st Pilot
Study
(N=215)
13.%

2nd Pilot
Study
(N=228)
76%

Dissertation
Study
(N=937)
40%

47%

11%

22%

11%

6%

20%

29%

7%

18%

Table 3
Participants in Qualitative Phase
Participants1

English level

English immersion

Education Level

Gender

Group 1 (n=6)
Yong

pass CET4

sophomore

male

Rue

pass CET 4

junior

female

Ming

pass CET 6

junior

male

Lei

not pass CET 4

junior

male

Kai

pass CET 4

junior

male

Ke

not pass CET 4

junior

male

Shi

pass CET 6

post doc

male

Bei

83/120 TOFL

senior

male

Wang

103/120 TOFL

senior

male

Deng

108/120 TOFL

senior

male

Group 2 (n=4)

3 months

Group 3 (n=6)
Lian

7.5/9 IELTS

3 months

PhD student

male

Chao

79/120 TOELF

6 years

sophomore

male

Mei

6.5/9 IELTS

10 years

graduate

female

Ning

320/340 GRE

1 year

graduate student

female

Qi

7/9 IELTS

3 years

freshmen

female

Miao

5.5/9 IELTS

5 years

senior

female

103/120 TOEFL;

2.5 years
master

female

Group 4 (n=4)
Qian

308/340 GRE

Nana

7/9 IELTS

2.5 years

master

female

Long

pass PETS-5

16 months

PhD candidate

male

Peng

130/150

4 years

master

male

Note. CET 4: College English Test Bank 4; CET 6: College English Test Bank 6; IELTS: International English
Language Testing System; GRE: Graduate Record Examinations; GMAT: Graduate Management Admission
Test; TOEFL: Test of English as a Foreign Language;
1

: all names are pseudonyms.
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Phase 2: Participants
I used purposeful sampling (Patton, 2002) including snowball sampling (Creswell, 2007)
across the four groups in the qualitative phase. In addition to the selection criteria in the
quantitative phase, participants (all names are pseudonyms) were distributed across key and
ordinary universities and differed in English proficiency (Table 3). Specifically, six participants
were in G1, and their English proficiency level was based on the score of CET 4 and CET 6. In
G2, three participants took the TOEFL and Graduate Record Examinations (GRE) or Graduate
Management Admission Test (GMAT). One participant had not taken any tests for studying
abroad at the time of data collection and provided his CET 6. Based on the quantitative results, I
paid special attention to participants in G3. Six participants were selected based on their different
length of stay in the United States and their English all met the university criteria that they had
applied for. Participants in G4 all gave their English tests score except Xu, who used his English
score for the college entrance exam as an alternative. Additionally, for participants in G3 and G4,
their length of stay while studying abroad was provided.
Data Collection
The MMR design included questionnaires, video-recorded gesture tasks, and semistructured interviews. Specifically, I examined motivation and gesture awareness of Chinese
learners of English based on the data of the motivation and gesture questionnaires. Next, gesture
production was yielded from descriptive and narrative data. Later, I conducted interviews to
capture learners’ understanding of motivation and co-speech gesture in SLD and FLD.
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Phase 1: Data Collection
In the quantitative phase, data were collected through two questionnaires. The motivation
questionnaire was based on L2MSS (Dörnyei, 2005, 2009). Additionally, the researcher designed
a gesture questionnaire based on co-speech gesture literature in SLD and FLD.
Motivation questionnaire. The motivation questionnaire based on L2MSS theory was
about participants’ motivation for learning English. This current study focused on three major
factors in L2MSS (ideal L2 self, ought-to L2 self, and attitudes toward learning English). The
factor of intended effort was examined as well as a measurement criterion for motivation of
learning the language. The questionnaire included 21 Likert-scale items ranging from 1 =
strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree (see Appendix A). Table 4 offered a summary of those
variables. This questionnaire was written in both Chinese and English to avoid any
misunderstanding due to language proficiency. It took participants approximately 10 minutes to
finish.
The questionnaire for this study was identical to the one used in previous L2MSS studies
conducted in China (You et al., 2014) and found to be internally consistent and valid in ESL and
EFL contexts (Li, 2012, 2014). It was evident how participants reflected on and envisioned their
learning processes while answering items in this questionnaire. In the current study, the
McDonald’s omega (1999) coefficient and coefficient alpha were both reported, and the omega
coefficient was preferred accounting for the strength of the association between each item and
corresponding latent factor as well as a control for item errors for a more consistent estimator of
reliability (Sijtsma, 2009). Both the McDonald’s omega coefficient and coefficient alpha
coefficients were acceptable across the four groups for ideal L2 self, a = .844, Bootstrap
corrected [BC] 95% CI [.823, .861], w = .844, Bootstrap corrected [BC] 95% CI [.823, .862];
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ought-to L2 self, a = .769, Bootstrap corrected [BC] 95% CI [.743, .793], w = .772, Bootstrap
corrected [BC] 95% CI [.746, .794]; attitudes toward learning English, a = .867, Bootstrap
corrected [BC] 95% CI [.851, .882], w = .869, Bootstrap corrected [BC] 95% CI [.852, .883];
and intended effort, a = .777, Bootstrap corrected [BC] 95% CI [.753, .799], w = .780, Bootstrap
corrected [BC] 95% CI [.756, .802].
This survey is compatible with SCT, which regards SLD and FLD as related to goaldirected activity. The questionnaire is theory-driven based on L2MSS theory (Dörnyei, 2005;
2009; 2011) to examine motivation from a social dynamic perspective. Specific items on ideal
L2 self included interacting with native speakers, e.g., having discussions, giving a speech, doing
business or chatting in a café. In addition, items in this questionnaire also considered ought-to L2
self that is contextual influence from teachers, parents, peers, which was associated with L2 and
FL learners’ specific attitudes towards learning English and intended effort. These dimensions of
motivation were related to goal-directed activity from an SCT perspective.

Table 4
Information about L2MSS Variables
Variables

Number of items

Ideal L2 self
Ought-to L2 self
Attitudes toward learning English
Intended effort

5
6
5

Sample items
I can imagine myself speaking English in the future
with foreign friends at parties.
Studying English is important to me in order to gain
the approval of my teachers.
I really like the process of learning English.
I am prepared to spend a lot of effort in learning

5

English.
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Hypotheses. Based on the motivation literature, specially, the L2MSS, four hypotheses
were proposed and tested in the study:
Hypothesis 1a: ESL learners will have stronger ideal L2 self than EFL learners (EFL
contexts).
Hypothesis 1b: Group 2 will have stronger ought L2 self than group 1 (EFL contexts).
Hypothesis 1c: Group 2 will have more positive attitudes toward learning English than
group 1 (EFL contexts).
Hypothesis 2a: Group 2 will have stronger ideal L2 self than group 1 (EFL contexts).
Hypothesis 2b: Group 2 will have stronger ought L2 self than group 1 (EFL contexts).
Hypothesis 2c: Group 2 will have more positive attitudes toward learning English than
group 1 (EFL contexts).
Hypothesis 3a: Group 3 will have stronger ideal L2 self than group 4 (ESL contexts).
Hypothesis 3b: Group 3 will have stronger ought L2 self than group 4 (ESL contexts).
Hypothesis 3c: Group 3 will have more positive attitudes toward learning English than
group 4 (EFL contexts).
Hypothesis 4a. ESL learners will intend to put more effort than EFL learners.
Hypothesis 4b. Group 2 will intend to put more effort than G1.
Hypothesis 4c. Group 3 will intend to put more effort than G4.
Gesture questionnaire. Given the paucity of studies that measured gesture awareness in
second and foreign language development, the goal of this study was to develop the first scale to
examine gesture awareness (see details of the questionnaire in Appendix B and the scale
development in Appendix C). The questionnaire included nine items representing two factors of
comprehension and production (see Table 5 for a summary of the questionnaire). Two pilot
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studies validated the gesture awareness scale (GAS). An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) in the
first pilot study examined the factor structure and distinctive dimensions of the GAS. In the
second pilot study, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and an exploratory structural equation
modeling (ESEM) validated the multidimensional factor structure to check the convergent and
discriminant validity. Based on the results of two pilot studies, I validated the scale in different
contexts and examined the contextual differences on gesture awareness in this dissertation.

Table 5
Information about Gesture Variables
Number of
Variables

Items
items
I imitate native English-speaker’s gesture when I am

Production

5
talking to them at the time of the conversation.
Native speakers’ gesture help me understand what they

Comprehension

4
are saying when I am speaking English with them.

Hypotheses. Based on the gesture literature in SLD and FLD, three hypotheses were
proposed and tested in this study:
Hypothesis 1a: ESL learners will have greater gesture awareness than EFL learners in
terms of comprehension.
Hypothesis 1b: ESL learners will have greater gesture awareness than EFL learners in
terms of production.
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Hypothesis 2a: Group 2 will have greater gesture awareness than group 1 in terms of
comprehension (EFL contexts).
Hypothesis 2b: Group 2 will have greater gesture awareness than group 1 in terms of
production (EFL contexts).
Hypothesis 3a: Group 3 will have greater gesture awareness than group 4 in terms of
comprehension (ESL contexts).
Hypothesis 3b: Group 3 will have greater gesture awareness than group 4 in terms of
production (ESL contexts).
Phase 2: Qualitative Data Collection
Qualitative data collection was an important part in this MMR study. The qualitative data
included gesture production in tasks and participants’ reflection of English learning in terms of
motivation and gesture in semi-structured interviews. This study started with gesture tasks, and
interviews were conducted later. After finishing the initial qualitative data collection with two
participants, I changed the order of the study because participants felt overwhelmed and
unprepared to start tasks at the beginning. Therefore, the interview on motivation was conducted
first, followed by the two gesture tasks and gesture interviews, because the motivation interview
was about participants’ English learning experience, which was familiar and comfortable.
The whole process was video recorded with a camera set up in front of participants to
capture their whole body and all their activities. Participants sat on a chair without arms to avoid
interference of gesture production. Participants answered the questions with as much details as
they could to provide sufficient information of their understanding of the questions. Importantly,
participants were not informed that their co-speech gesture would be observed and studied before
they fulfilled the gesture tasks. They also finished the motivation and gesture questionnaires after
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gesture tasks to avoid any contamination, because their gesture production might be affected if
they had already been aware of gesture in the questionnaires.
Gesture tasks.
Task 1: Describe a beautiful landscape worth visiting.
Task 2: Tell about a good or bad experience you had in your daily life.
These tasks aimed to elicit descriptive and narrative gesture production. Participants
described a beautiful landscape that they had visited, which included describing their campus;
experience of skiing in Beijing; photo-taking in Dali Yunnan province; mountain hiking in Saudi
Arabia; and visiting Hollywood, the Grand Canyon, and Yellow Stone National Park in the
United States or Big Ben in Great Britain. Participants were nervous while speaking in English,
and many of them preferred to use Chinese. Additionally, they talked about their experiences,
which included internships, punishment because of cheating, making friends with each other,
communicating with a local poet, a marriage proposal, swimming naked, and football
competitions while visiting abroad. Participants provided one description or one narration in
Chinese and the other in English. They completed tasks in five minutes or less. A total of 40
recordings were collected from 20 participants.
Semi-structured interviews. Participants answered questions in semi-structured
interviews which included aspects of motivation and gesture awareness (See the interview
protocol in Appendix D). The motivation interview was about becoming a proficient English
speaker, and highlighted their motivation and goals for studying English. The gesture interview
was about participants’ gesture awareness and use related to studying English and daily life
experiences. Those questions were designed to observe differences between learning about the
language and learning with the language in terms of motivation and gesture.
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The interview was conducted in Chinese or English, depending on participants’
preference. Standard Chinese is Mandarin. Participants were free to use either Mandarin or
English at any time, but preferred using Mandarin answering questions related to their English
learning experiences and their attachment to their languaculture. The English interview offered
an authentic understanding of participants’ performance. Additionally, participants’ co-speech
gesture was observed while speaking in English and Chinese. Overall, only two participants in
G3 preferred to speak English most of the time because they thought it was difficult to accurately
express themselves in Chinese. Other participants spoke Chinese most of the time.
I held semi-structured individual and small group (up to 3) interviews. At the beginning
of data collection, participants joined the study one by one or at their own convenience. The first
two participants were too nervous to speak English and did not produce many gestures during the
interview. After that I asked other participants to join in the study with their peers if they wanted,
because they were familiar with each other. Participants in group interviews invoked each other
while talking and set up a more harmonious atmosphere.
In the motivation interview, I asked participants general background information and
language-related questions. Specifically, interview questions focused on their goals and intended
effort for learning English, changes in their learning goals and the reason, feelings while
speaking English, activities they engaged in to develop their English, attachment to the English
community, and improvement at different learning stages. Participants answered questions about
their English learning history and experience, concentrating on their ideal and ought-to self as
moderated by attitudes toward learning English and intended effort. Goal-directed activity was
associated with each of these L2MSS factors and intended effort.
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In the gesture interview, I solicited participants’ understanding and reflection on their
gesture. Participants were asked to reflect on their co-speech gesture in the gesture tasks. I
showed them a section of their video clips in both task 1 and task 2. These sections were chosen
based on their use of gesture. Participants explained why they used gesture in the activity and
how they thought co-speech gesture affected the process of meaning-making. This memberchecking (Glesne, 2010, p. 49) was helpful to clarify any misinterpretations of their gesture and
facilitate participants’ conscious awareness of their co-speech gesture. Additionally, when
participants recalled teachers’ or peers’ gesture in daily life, they thought consciously about the
cross-linguistic and cross-cultural variations on gesture. Furthermore, they explicitly described
whether and how they noticed gesture use and reasons for imitating others’ gesture.
Furthermore, participants were asked to think about the relationship between motivation
and gesture. Prompts were given on the basis of the quantitative results in each group.
Participants were asked to compare their answers with the quantitative results and gave several
examples to support their arguments and perceived explanations of group differences.
Participants’ answers to questions varied according to group contexts. They were open to
follow the conversational turn and probe into new areas, although they were asked with guiding
questions. The interview with G1 was in Chinese because they were too shy or embarrassed to
speak English. Participants in G2 shared their experiences of preparing for studying abroad and
included broad conversational topics on aspects of pragmatics. Participants in G3 talked about
their experience of daily living, social interactions, academic work, attending classes, and
recreation as related to goal-directed activity. This process facilitated their gesture production.
Group 4 participants reflected on their entire process of learning, having gone through the
learning processes of G1, G2, and G3.
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Data Analysis
Phase 1: Quantitative Data Analysis
Motivation. Statistical analyses were conducted with SPSS 24. One-way multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to test groups differences in the means of the L2MSS
constructs when the linear combination of motivation factors were considered together, and oneway analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test mean differences on the factor of intended
effort across the four groups. I used Box’s (1949) M and Mardia’s (1970, 1974) test for the
multivariate homogeneity of the variance-covariance matrices across groups. Shapiro-Wilk’s
(1965) tests and Levene’s test were used to test univariate normality and homogeneity.
Furthermore, planned multivariate orthogonal contrasts were conducted to test motivational
differences (a) between EFL context (G1&G2) and ESL contexts (G3&G4) (contrast: .5, .5, -.5,
-.5), (b) between G2 and G1 in the EFL context (contrast: 1, -1, 0, 0), and (c) between G3 and G4
in the ESL context (contrast: 0, 0, 1, -1).
Gesture. Statistical analysis were conducted in two phases. In the first phase, the model
of each group was tested to compare the CFA and ESEM solutions. Based on the assumption
behind CFA, items were constrained to load on the primary factor and cross-loadings were fixed
at zone (Marsh et al., 2009), whereas, ESEM was a preferable method compared to CFA because
it provided a less restrictive framework by allowing for cross-loadings (Guey et al., 2015; Marsh
et al., 2014; Perera et. al., 2015; Schellenberg et al., 2014) and lowering factor correlations as a
by-product of specification of the cross-loadings. Based on the estimation of a two-factor model
including factors of comprehension and production, I thereby compared ESEM and CFA
solutions first.
In the second phase of analyses, full measurement and structural invariance tests were
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conducted based on the final two-factor models across four groups to examined latent mean
differences among the latent variables. G1 was selected as the reference group to compare the
latent mean (expressed as differences in standard deviation units from the mean of G1) with G2,
G3, G4. The measurement invariance tests included six key levels of hierarchical steps
(Meredith, 1993). Configural invariance assumed the same general pattern of item-factor
relations across four groups that were required for statistical identification of the configurally
invariant model. Weak or metric invariance assured the same construct measurement by
constraining the equality of factor loadings across the four groups. Strong or scalar invariance
posited the invariance of thresholds across groups, which was necessary and required to make
cross-group latent mean and factor-variance-covariance comparisons. Strict or residual
invariance tested the invariance of measurement errors and precision across groups by
constraining the equivalence of factor loadings, items’ thresholds and uniquenesses. Moreover,
the invariance of latent variances-covariance (invariance of the loadings, thresholds,
uniquenesses, and variances-covariance) and latent means (invariance of the loadings,
thresholds, uniquenesses, variances-covariance, and latent means) were tested to investigate
group-based differences. Sequentially, I conducted similar procedures to make G2 and G3 as
reference groups to compare differences across groups, respectively.
All analyses on gesture awareness were performed using Mplus 7.4 (Muthén & Muthén,
1998-2015). Models were estimated using a robust weighted least squares (WLS) approach
(WLSMV), which was more suitable to categorical data (Likert scales in this study). I also used
target rotation for the ESEM models. I used three approximate fit indices to assess the model fit:
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) and Comparative Fit Index (CFI), with the value of larger than .95
or .90 for excellent and acceptable fit, respectively. Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
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(RMSEA) with the value of smaller than .05 or .08 for close and reasonable fit, respectively
(Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004) with a 90% confidence interval. χ2 difference (MD χ2) test was
reported, but this was oversensitive to minor model misspecification and sample size (Perera et
al., 2015). Changes of TLI (ΔTLI), and RMSEA (ΔRMSEA) were considered in this study.
Specifically, a decrease of less than .01 of TLI, and increase less than .015 of RMSEA indicated
support of a more parsimonious model (Chen, 2007; Guay et al., 2015).
Phase 2: Data Analysis
Gesture task analysis. The data were carefully analyzed by watching and replaying
video recordings in slow motion for frame-by-frame analysis with the software of ELAN for the
gesture tasks. Co-speech gesture was coded in three procedures following McNeil’s conventions
(McNeil, 1992): phases, types, and features of gesture. First, I transcribed gesture by setting
boundaries among phases of gesture, which included preparation, pre-stroke hold, and stroke.
Second, I categorized different types of gesture into iconics, metaphorics, deictics, and beats.
Last, I examined features of gesture to find similarities or differences among participants in
different contexts. This study focused on the handedness, position, gesture box, frequency,
gesture rate, orientation, hand shape, and motion to get features of gesture. This study also
compared speech-gesture rate and synchrony among participants in L1 and L2. Finally, the
similarities and differences of features and dimensions of gesture production were derived based
on the observation of overall clips.
Additionally, I cooperated with another researcher to validate my gesture analysis. This
peer review and debriefing were important to ensure trustworthiness (Glesne, 2010, p. 49). The
coding followed the gesture transcription conventions of McNeil (1992): BH=both hands;
LH=left hand; RH=right hand; PU=palm up; PD=palm down; PF=palm facing; OH=open hand.
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Also, if the original language was Mandarin, Chinese was provided and then translated into
English in italic, and gesture description was given in square brackets below the spoken
representation. Boldface on a word or syllable represented the stroke of the gesture.
Interview analysis. I followed Lichtman’s (2012) model known as the three Cs of data
analysis: codes, categories, and concepts. Specifically, I used both In Vivo and values coding
(Saldana, 2013) in the iterative process. The In Vivo coding (coding a word or short phrase in the
actual language) was particularly useful because their actual words could enhance understanding
of their feeling about the process of SLD and FLD. In addition, value coding (coding for values,
attitudes, and beliefs) was appropriate to explore cultural values and personal experiences. After
individual coding in each group and reexamining the list of categories, I compared groups and
used pattern coding (Saldana, 2013).
Role of the Researcher
I defined my role as both a researcher and a learner (Glesne, 2010, p. 59). I was
conscious of my verbal and nonverbal behaviors in the process of research. In the quantitative
phase, I was aware of my confirmation bias in structural equation modeling and consider
alternative models if possible. I also acknowledged that the generalizability of models tested
might be uncertain beyond populations in this study (MacCallum & Austin, 2000).
Participants were free to answer questions based on the interview protocol and task
design in the qualitative phase, and they could be forthcoming as much as they wanted. I did not
come as an expert or authority, although Chinese students might regard doctoral students as
knowledgeable. I was expected to listen, hear participants’ voice, and learn from them.
Additionally, as a qualitative researcher, I had a high degree of reflexivity. In the process of data
collection, participants were active and had the control to interpret their awareness of gesture
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use, instead of being guided by me. I had an empathic and a critical standpoint and tried to make
sense of their interpretation from their perspectives. I reflected on participant’s feelings and
comfort after each interview by adapting the order of interview questions and changing
individual interviews into group interviews to allow them to freely express their feelings.
I was conscious of my roles and of potential difficulties with integrity in different phases
of the study. I tried to have minimal co-participation in the study by following the interview
protocol in the qualitative phase. I integrated multiple data in both quantitative and qualitative
phases for triangulation, shared interview transcripts and drafts with participants for member
checking, reflected on my role by keeping reflective journals after each interview, asked for
outside persons to examine the research process for external audit, and provided rich and thick
description to increase trustworthiness (Lincoln & Guba, 1986).
Ethical Considerations
This study protected participants’ privacy and confidentiality. Neither names of the
university nor names of participants would appear on any reports of the research. Pseudonyms
were used to protect participants if they were mentioned specifically. Any identifying
information was changed for transcriptions and writings. No one outside the research team had
access to the data. All videotaped materials were transferred to electronic files in the researchers’
computers and password-protected, and the video material was deleted from the video camera
thereafter. The data will be stored in a private and locked office of the principal investigator for
at least three years.
The risks in this study were minimal. The participation was voluntary, and participants
had the option to choose to opt out of any part of the study or just participate in one phase. One
risk in this study was that participants may feel uncomfortable being recorded, especially video79

recorded in the qualitative phase, leading to distraction for a while. If that happened, it was likely
to be inconsequential and short-lived. I tried to be as discreet as possible and be sensitive to their
feelings. Two participants refused to be video-recorded and I respected their choices and made
adaptations by audio recording only. In addition, some questions were expected to be difficult for
participants to answer, especially in English. They received the interview questions at the
beginning of the interview and had as much time as they wanted to prepare. Sometimes they
refused to answer a question and were allowed to do so. Moreover, I catered to the participants’
schedules and availability. Additionally, nothing face-threatening or status-threatening questions
were asked.
Summary
This study focused on Chinese learners of English and examined motivation as related to
goal-directed activity and co-speech gesture awareness as well as their interplay in different
contexts from a sociocultural perspective. This mixed methods sequential explanatory study
integrated both quantitative and qualitative information to provide a comprehensive view of
Chinese learners of English across four groups in SLD and FLD. This chapter talked about the
study design and specific procedures of participant selection, data collection and analysis, and
ethical concerns of this study. The next chapter will present findings on motivation as related to
goal-directed activity.

80

CHAPTER FOUR
FINDINGS: MOTIVATION AND GOAL DIRECTED ACTIVITY
This chapter presents the results of second and foreign language learners’ motivation as
linked to goal-directed activity. First, quantitative results for multiple group differences is
presented through MANOVA and ANOVA with planned contrasts. Second, qualitative findings
are provided based on five themes across the four groups. The integration of quantitative results
and qualitative findings provides a comprehensive view of motivation as related to goal directed
activity in this chapter.
Phase 1: Results
A MANOVA was performed to assess the motivational differences across the four groups
in this study. Prior to the primary MANOVA, I conducted diagnostic tests to detect potential
multivariate outliers as well as test for multivariate normality and homogeneity of the variancecovariance matrices across groups. Inspection of Mahalanobis Distance statistics for each case
using a conservative significance criterion (p < .001) revealed 20 multivariate outliers, resulting
in 937 observed data in total after deleting 20 cases. Additionally, Furthermore, Mardia’s (1970,
1974) test of multivariate skewness, b1, p = 0.566, χ2 (2) = 88.35, p = .00, suggested multivariate
skewness, and kurtosis, b2, p = 15.31, z = .855, p = .393, did not suggest multivariate normal
data. Box’s (1949) M test of the homogeneity of the variance-covariance matrices across groups
did not support matrix equality, M =61.007, F (30, 1470954.55) = 2.016. Given the unequal
sample size and violated homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, Pillai’s criterion was
used in this study for robustness to violation of the covariance matrix homogeneity assumptions
(Olson, 1979; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2008).
Results showed evidence of group differences in the means (Table 6) on the three
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L2MSS factors when considered together, Pillai's Trace = 0.122, F (9, 2799) = 13.206, p < .001.
Given the significant multivariate test statistic, planned multivariate orthogonal contrasts were
conducted to test (a) whether the EFL context (G1&G2), taken together, differed from ESL
contexts (G3&G4) (i.e., ψ1), (b) whether G2 differed from G1 (i.e., ψ2), and (c) whether G3
differed from G4 (i.e., ψ3). For ψ1, there was a significant multivariate effect, Pillai's Trace
= .024, F (3, 931) = 7.77, p < .001, and univariate effects for ideal L2 self, F (1, 933) = 14.95, p
< .001, but no univariate effect for ought-to L2 self, F(1, 933) = .68, p >.05, attitudes, F(1, 933)
= .0039, p >.05. Specifically, contrast coefficients revealed that participants in the EFL context
had significantly lower ideal L2 self than ESL learners, ψ = -.22, SE = 0.057, p < .05.
For the contrast between G1 and G2 (ψ2), there was a significant multivariate effect,
Pillai's Trace = .042, F(3, 931) = 13.58, p < .01, and univariate effect for ideal L2 self, F (1, 933)
= 26.38, p < .001, attitudes, F(1, 933) =28.33, p < .001, but no univariate effect for ought-to L2
self, F(1, 933) = 2.11, p >.05. Specifically, contrast coefficients revealed that participants in G1
had significantly lower ideal L2 self than G2, ψ = -.37, SE = .071, p < .001, less positive
attitudes, ψ = -.39, SE = .073, p < .001, and no significant differences of ought-to L2 self, ψ =
-.10, SE = .070, p >.05.
For the contrast between G3 and G4 (ψ3), there was a significant multivariate effect,
Pillai's Trace = .051, F (3, 931) = 16.53, p < .05, and univariate effect for attitudes, F(1, 933)
=41.14, p < .001, but no univariate effect for ideal L2 self, F(1, 933) = 2.23, p >.05 and ought-to
L2 self, F(1, 933) = 1.00, p >.05. Specifically, contrast coefficients revealed that participants in
G3 had significantly less positive attitudes than G4, ψ = -.58, SE = .090, p < .001, and no
significant differences of ideal L2 self, ψ = -.13, SE = .088, p >.05, and ought-to L2 self, ψ =
-.086, SE = .086, p >.05.
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One-way ANOVA was used to test the factor of intended effort across groups. The visual
inspection of histograms and results of Shapiro-Wilk’s tests did not confirm univariate
normality. Levene’s test=3.788, p<.05, suggested that the homogeneity of the variance did not
support equality. Given the unequal sample size and violated homogeneity of variance, planned
contrast tests that did not assume equal variances were reported.
Results found a significant effect for contexts on intended effort, F(3, 933)=37.03
p≤0.001. Furthermore, planned univariate contrasts for subsequent to the omnibus ANOVA were
conducted and showed significant differences between EFL and ESL learners (p=.037),
differences between G1 and G2 in the EFL context (p =.000), and differences between G3 and
G4 in the ESL context (p=.000). Specifically, EFL learners intended to put more effort than ESL
learners, G2 more effort than G1, and G4 more effort than G3.

Table 6
Descriptive Statistics for Variables
Variables

G1

G2

G3

G4

Means (SD)

Means (SD)

Means (SD)

Means (SD)

IS

4.27 (.91)

4.64 (.81)

4.61 (.81)

4.74 (.66)

OS

4.08 (.84)

4.18 (.77)

4.13 (.83)

4.21 (.75)

ALE

4.28 (.89)

4.67 (.78)

4.18 (.85)

4.76 (.83)

IE

4.54 (.72)

4.95 (.66)

4.36 (.74)

4.94 (.61)

Note. G1: group 1; G2: group 2; G3: group 3; G4: group 4; IS: ideal L2 self; OS: ought-to L2
self; ALE: attitudes toward learning English; IE: intended effort.
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Phase 2: Findings
The qualitative phase presented descriptions and analysis of each group including priori
themes of goal-directed activity, ideal L2 self, ought-to L2 self, attitudes toward learning
English, and intended effort. The theme of goal-directed activity targeted participants’ active
engagement while learning English to add more information on their motivation of learning
English. The other four themes were consistent with major factors in the quantitative phase
providing empirical evidence to validate the theory in a qualitative way and offer comprehensive
understanding of motivation as related to goal directed activity. Common cross-group motivation
and goal-directed activity were mentioned first. Each group was analyzed separately with a brief
description of group profile and descriptive analysis of five major themes to manifest group
differences. While the major themes were a priori selected from the literature and theoretical
perspectives, the sub-categories within those themes were emergent among participants. A table
outlining major findings of themes is presented first and followed by in-depth descriptions of
subthemes and excerpts.
Profile
A profile of each group presented background information of each participant and briefly
described their learning history. Participants in each group varied in English proficiency levels
and perception of their English learning experiences in various contexts. Specifically, each of the
profiles included: age, educational level, place of studying, years of exposure to English, English
proficiency, length of studying abroad, and immediate goals at the time of data collection.
Themes
Goal-directed activity. The theme of goal-directed activity referred to specific activity
participants engaged in to improve their English. Participants kept their goals of learning in mind
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and actively engaged in different forms of activity or purposefully avoided specific activity to fit
into their surroundings. This theme was related to participants’ purposeful engagement with the
local community as related to their goals for learning English.
Ideal L2 self. The theme of ideal L2 self was identified as a major aspect of motivation
for SLD and FLD in this study. This theme was related to the person Chinese learners of English
wanted to become, including their ideal image of L2 learners and future development. This was a
strong motivator for participants to reduce the discrepancy between their actual and ideal self.
Participants had different goals for learning English while engaged in specific goal-directed
activity, and their version of ideal self varied in terms of learning expectations and plans.
Ought-to L2 self. The theme of ought to L2 self concerned extrinsic factors of
motivation. This was related to attributes that participants thought they ought to have to meet the
demands of the society, family, or teachers. Moreover, this was also about negative possibilities
participants tried to avoid in the process of English learning.
Attitudes toward learning English. The theme of attitudes toward learning English
presented various learning opportunities for SLD and FLD. This theme concerned participant’s
learning environment and attitudes in the learning experience. This also included emotional
experiences in various stages with different learning goals in SLD and FLD as participants
advanced to higher English proficiency levels in the learning process.
Intended effort. The theme of intended effort was about how participants planned to
achieve their ideal learning expectations and meet the demand of ought-to aspects in their
learning experience. This was related to participants’ long-term trajectory and future orientation.
The four groups provided coherent learning trajectories in the process of English learning, and
intended effort was a channel to connect participant’s different stages of development.
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Common Cross-group Motivation and Goal-directed Activity

Table 7
Cross-group Motivation and Goal-directed Activity
Primary school
Day care
Middle and high school
Exam-oriented learning
Certificate for better schools
Practice after class
University
English courses
Certificate for graduation
Job hunting
Extra requirements
Day Care in primary school. Participants across groups had been learning English since
the third grade in China. Most of them, however, did not take it seriously or put effort into it.
Yong, Chao, and Qian mentioned that their parents had enrolled them in English classes during
winter or summer break while in primary school, although the major purpose was said to “day
care” because their parents needed to work and no one would take care of them at home.
You were infused by others at the beginning
(Yong, G1)
I started to learn English when I was very young. Because no one will take care of me at
home, they will enroll in one interest class for you. (Qian, G4)
But this English class is not really useful. That is only to make sure that you
will not hang out during summer break and stay in the classroom to learn English.
(Chao, G3)
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Good exam score in middle and high school.
Exam-oriented learning. All participants’ focus had become doing well on exams by the
time they reached middle school. The end-goal was directed toward attaining a high exam score
to facilitate entrance into better schools - from middle to high school as well as entrance to
colleges and universities.

In middle school, we
needed to learn English to take exams and did not think much about the future. We only
knew that it would be helpful in the future, maybe for studying abroad. But no specific
use. (Yong, G1)
We learned English for exams before colleges. That is, the
entrance examination for high school and colleges. We have been educated by the school
since we were young to improve our English scores, although I had not improved. (Deng,
group1)
Certificate for better schools. Another utility of leaning English was to get certificates as
a means to go to better schools. Participant Qian mentioned that she had started to learn English
since primary school and was interested in learning English. The more certificates she got, the
better the school she could attend.

Then I realized I
was gifted with languages. I often got many certificates, and then it became a tool for
going to schools. You would be selected to go to better classes if you had certificates in
national English contests. (Qian, G4)
Practice after class. Most participants learned English by taking classes, but practicing
after class was rare. Chao in G3 provided his understanding of the L2 learning experience for
those who were learning English in China before high school. He was negative about his learning
outcomes in China because students were not motivated to speak and use English after class, and
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learning was only for passing exams.

40
professional.

They learn English only for tests.
Even if they want to learn English, really want to learn it well, they cannot. The average
class time is 40 minutes in China for middle or high school, and maybe more in
universities. First, English teachers in China, their English is not very “professional.”
Second, how many students will speak English outside of the classroom? Who will talk or
write in English except for tests or in classes? You just, to be frank, all of them study
English for tests. I had never seen anyone in middle school. I have not attended high
school in China, but I know the situation. In middle school, I had never seen anyone,
after class, or even in class, except reading and remembering vocabularies. I had never
seen anyone speaking English. (Chao, G3)
University.
English courses. Overall, the dominant goal-directed activity after high school continued
to be doing practice exercises and drills outside of class to prepare for exams, primarily
memorizing vocabulary and grammar. Furthermore, the number of English courses in university
also depended on their English test scores for the college entrance exam according to the
university policy, particularly in top universities. If participants had a high English test score,
they could take fewer required English classes once attending post-secondary institutions.

20%

30%

50%

When we first entered the college, our English classes
were categorized into three levels based on our English score. If you were in the third
level, you only need to take English for one year, second level, two years, first level, then
three years. The percentages were probably 20%, 30%, and 50%, respectively. Only
students in the third level class, the highest level, could take the CET 4 in the first year.
That is, you could only take the CET 4 until you reached the third level. (Deng, G2)
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Certificates for graduation. Earning an English certificate (CET 4 or CET 6) was
required for graduation at better universities. The percentage of students passing CET 4 or CET 6
affected university rank. Thus, some universities had strict rules regarding taking the tests.

We could not take the CET 4 until the second year. We were not
allowed to take it in the first year, even no access to apply. Later, in the second year, we
could take the CET 4, CET 6, and TEM4 (Test for English Major Grade 4 Certificate).
(Wang, G2)
Job hunting. A good command of English was a spring board to getting a higher GPA
and better jobs for Chinese learners of English in China. English was a required subject in
university and affected whether participants could get scholarships. Additionally, English
certificates and scholarships were highlighted in resumes and facilitated job hunting.
I use English and I study English mainly for... it was a compulsory course in high school
and university. So you if you have a very good academic performance in English course,
you are high likely to have a good job, you can have higher GPA, which makes you more
competitive for applying for many universities and good jobs. (Lian, G3)
Extra requirements. Wang and Bei in G2 were studying in a university well known for
foreign language studies. They had extra requirements for English and more chances to speak
English with native speakers. With regard to their foundational English courses, half were taught
by Chinese instructors and the other half were taught by English native speakers, especially
writing and speaking:

We need to take English courses in the
first two years, and yes, probably courses related to English majors. This is compulsory.
Later, we take courses like English translation and interpretation. (Bei, G2)
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Group-specific Motivation and Goal-directed Activity
Group 1
Table 8
Themes of Group 1
Profile
Lower proficiency
Higher proficiency
Goal-directed activity
Tutoring classes
English club
Created chances
Involvement
Practice
Ideal L2 self
Spoken English
Option of studying abroad
Necessity
Showing off
Translator
Ought-to L2 self
Reading literature
Future advancement
Hand Writing
English teachers
Attitudes toward learning English
Interest and doubt
Not interested and ashamed
Intended effort
Continuous learning
Oral English
Profile.
Participants in G1 were undergraduate students (all under 25 years old) from two
different universities. Two of the participants, Kai and Ke, were at a lower level of proficiency
than the other four participants. They were studying in a capital city in a northern province,
which afforded them only limited opportunities to communicate with English native speakers.
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Ke, at an intermediate English proficiency level based on his pass of CET 4, regarded English
learning as a necessary skill to excel in the future. Kai, who had not passed CET 4 yet, planned
to continue his graduate study in his current university, which required a lower English score for
the entrance examination. The other participants (Ming, Yong, Rui, and Lei) were studying at the
same university in Beijing. The school district was famous for technology and education because
many top universities and international scientific and technical corporations were located there.
Yong, Rui, and Lei were juniors in the same class and their English proficiency levels varied in a
descending order based on their passing of CET 6 and CET 4, respectively. Yong was the only
sophomore in this study and had passed CET 4. He tried various ways to improve his English.
Goal-directed activity.
Tutoring classes. All participants were preparing for English exams, necessary in order
to be admitted to graduate schools. These students in Beijing suggested that they would enroll in
tutoring classes. Learning opportunities were limited because of the environment. Famous
English teachers were working in big cities and had fewer chances to teach face-to-face classes
in the capital city where Ke and Kai lived. Ke and Kai, on the other hand, said that they had little
access to quality tutors in their capital city, and instead watched video-recorded tutorials online.
Even if we enroll in
English courses, we are there to watch videos. I would rather search for some video
lessons online and save money. (Ke, G1)
English club. Kai and Ke mentioned that they had limited chances of speaking English in
their immediate surroundings. Kai had joined the English club at his school but reported that
members only focused on increasing vocabulary. Kai said, just “a couple of students get together
to remember English [especially vocabulary] and “had no chances to speak.”
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We recited the English vocabulary in middle and high school. Even if there was one
English association in our university, it depended on the organizer and his/her capability.
Otherwise, there were rare chances to speak English. We did not have many chances to
communicate with English native speakers, since there were few foreigners in this city.
We were busy in preparing for the college entrance exam in high school. There was no
club for you to learn English. (Kai, G1)
Created chances. Yong was eager to study English but found fewer opportunities to do
so in his environment. To solve this problem, he attended English courses at other universities.
He wanted to reach out an English learning community to study English, but his efforts were in
vain. He planned to put more effort into English because he had decided to change his major for
his graduate studies.

。
Temporarily, I have not reached out to an English learning community. I would like to
have some. I really like group studies, but it is difficult to get together. Because everyone
all think about this, but sometimes we are lazy and it is not necessary. (Yong, G1)
APP
I often went to my good friend’s class to attend to
some courses, and some were taught by English native speakers. We did not have English
native teachers in the first year in my university. After class, I used some mobile APPs to
remember some words. (Yong, G1)
Involvement. Participants in Beijing were studying mainly for written tests for English
and had few chances to speak. Ming, Rui, and Lei were preoccupied with the upcoming entrance
exam for graduate studies. Although international scholars were invited to give English lectures
almost every day and taught short-term courses at their school, none of them attended, thinking
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that such opportunities were for graduate students. Ming said that he had attended a lecture once
but left in the middle, feeling frustrated with his inability to comprehend the language.
Practice. Participants studying in Beijing did not speak English often, except occasional
communication in daily life, despite many foreigners working and studying in the school district.
Ming mentioned that even if he encountered English native speakers, they could understand
Chinese and preferred to practice their Chinese instead of helping him to practice English.
There
were foreigners in the gym, but they wanted to practice their Chinese. They could speak
and understand Chinese and did not speak English often (Ming, G1).
Ideal L2 self.
Spoken English. Participants realized the discrepancy between their current oral English
level and those who were proficient. They were envious of those whose English was fluent and
could express their feelings naturally. On the contrary, they were too stiff to speak. Kai pointed
out the differences between a poker face and happiness while comparing his English to others.

“ I am
”
When I was speaking English, my pronunciation was not native.
Because I had heard good pronunciation from others, that kind of rising and falling in
cadence. It seemed that he/she was very happy. Then I speak English just for speaking
without any feelings. Just speak out abruptly, like: “I am XXX.” Very stiff. (Kai, G1)

Option of studying abroad. Participants in G1 had no plans to study abroad, but they
thought that studying abroad was a natural outcome if their English was fluent enough. They
attributed the impossibility of studying abroad to their lack of English proficiency. They did “not
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know much about studying abroad” (Rui, G1) and had “no access because English was a
problem” (Lei, G1). Kai mentioned the importance of studying English as follows:

It is a must to study abroad if your English is good. It is definitely great if our
English is good, which provides more options while studying abroad. (Kai, G1)
Necessity. For the necessity of learning English, participants all thought that their English
would be sufficient “as long as I can understand” (Lei, G1) to talk to English native speakers for
traveling or daily communication, instead of “being committed to the English education for a
lifetime” (Lei, G1). They talked about their English learning outcomes in the following ways:

If I had a good command of English, I will not worry about misunderstanding
while traveling. Or I can have friendly communication with foreigners. (Ke, G1)
I
think my English will be sufficient if I can see what I want and have normal
communication. (Rui, G1)
Showing off. In addition to being able to communicate in English when traveling, Ke and
Kai wanted to be fluent enough in English to “show off” in front of Chinese speakers, whose
English had been better than theirs previously. They were the only two participants who
mentioned this point in this study.
To show off in front of
those who were better at English [than me before]” (Ke & Kai, G1).
Translator. Participants further suggested wanting to be able to “translate books.” (Ke,
G1) or “to be a translator” (Yong, G1). They thought becoming a translator would be an option
if they were good at English in the future. Being a Chinese-English translator was the highest
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goal they could imagine after reaching a higher proficiency level. None of the participants
mentioned goal-directed activity specifically aimed at achieving their stated goals.

Ought-to L2 self.
Reading literature. At the level of ought-to self, participants expressed the need for “first
hand” information through reading articles in English in order to stay abreast of their fields of
study so as to do well in classes. English was the international “official” language for publication
in academia, and the major channel to share academic outcomes. Participants realized how their
current English proficiency limited their academic performance.

Because it is better to read “first hand” English literature in the future.
If you read “second hand” [translated version into Chinese], definitely, it will be worse
than what you understand by yourself [in English]. (Kai, G1)
For our
major, we need to search literature. Foreign literature is more [than Chinese literature],
“first hand.” (Ke, G1)
I was working on a project on innovation those days, and
my teacher asked me to read English literature. I found that I cannot understand.
Therefore, I realized that English was important. (Ming, G1)
Future advancement. In addition to the current necessity of learning English for passing
English exams and reading literature, they also talked about their long-term goals. The demand
of working in international companies and gathering information was vital for competition in the
job market. Lei and Young were thoughtful about their future advancement with respect to
English improvement.
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If you want to improve later, the capability
is very important. You also need to get information. Many information is in English
nowadays. You need to understand English if you want to know more. (Lei, G1)

……
You cannot learn only for a certificate. You need to have some knowledge for yourself. If
you will go to an international company or a company abroad in the future, you need
English to communicate with others. Or if you work in an international company and
they will give you a task, you need to communicate with them. Therefore, English is
important... Every time you need to move up one more step, you need to learn more, and
feel everything is changing and updated. (Yong, G1)
Hand Writing. Hand writing was an important aspect of what teachers required of
students in Chinese education. Good hand writing left a good impression and increased the
potential of higher scores. Specifically, Kai and Ke emphasized the importance of hand writing
in their learning experience, because it directly related to their English scores on written tests:

At least your English writing should
be tidy, because it was advantageous to write tidily during exams. Our high school
teacher took English hand writing seriously. If you could not write well, you had to
rewrite. (Kai, G1)
The better your hand writing is, the
higher you will receive on your English essay. This is the same for writing Chinese
essays. (Ke, G1)
English teachers. Participants in G1 did not talk much about their English teachers.
Yong mentioned that English teachers asked students to play vocabulary games to compete to
remember new words introduced during class. Ning in G3 reflected on her English teachers
while studying in high school and pointed out her understanding of English teachers in China
before preparing to study abroad.
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native
My English teacher in high school was not very native, or he
did not have a British or American accent. But his pronunciation was standard. Most my
high school teachers were good, actually. But probably, since he had not stayed abroad
for a while, his English was more Chinese. (Ning, G3)
Attitudes toward learning English.
Interest & doubt. With regard to attitudes toward learning English, only Yong stated a
desire to communicate “accurately” and “elegantly” in the language, the rest viewing English as
a required curricular subject, a stepping stone to further their academic and career goals. Yong
was an exception in G1. He was interested in learning English and was disappointed of having
no chances to learn English after his sophomore year.

At the beginning, I am very interested in English since that is not
my native language. It is pretty cool.
We do not have
any English class in the second year of college. Yes, I am really upset. I really like to take
English courses.

Sometime the word you use is accurate. That is, you may not find the specific
word to express in Chinese, but others can understand. But you can use one accurate
word in English, and then others will feel it is accurate and elegant. (Yong, G1)
Not interested and ashamed. Kai and Ke were too ashamed to speak English in the
interview. They only stuttered several words to describe an experience of watching movies.
Their English learning resources were limited, although they realized the importance of interest
and continuous effort in learning English. Kai and Ke did not provide specific plans or show
strong interest in English.
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I think if I want to learn
well, I need to put in more effort. The main problem is that I am not interested. (Kai, G1)
Intended effort.
Continuous learning. Participants all planned to continue their graduate studies and
intended to put lots of effort into studying English for the graduate examination, which included
using APPs for remembering vocabulary and cramming exercises and grade-oriented practices.
Intended effort was primarily directed at comprehending written materials to pass exams in both
English courses and content areas. English was a required subject in schools and a major part in
the exam. The effort they put into learning English in high school was “the peak” in their
learning experience. They admitted that they “did not work harder on English than in high
school” (Lei) or “ went backward from high school” (Kai) while learning in college.

It is easy to forget if I have not learned English for a while. I need to
continue to, always learn. Otherwise, it is easy to forget. (Ke, G1)
Oral English. Although oral English was necessary during the interview to apply for
graduate studies, participants mainly focused on reading at the time of data collection, because
reading comprehension was the only required section in the entrance exam. Oral English was not
the issue, and they had limited time to prepare for the exam (around 200 days left). Rui said that
It is still a long time until I will use oral English. At the end of the interview, Rui asked a
question: how to improve your oral English quickly without communicating with others?” This
was a concern for them, but they could not figure it out. Currently, the way they thought to
improve English was to remember vocabulary, learn grammar, and do exercise for written tests.
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Group 2

Table 9
Themes of Group 2
Profile
Study abroad
Work abroad
Goal-directed activity
Tutoring for studying abroad
Practice
Internship in international companies
Volunteer experience
Internship in the U.S.
International conferences
Ideal L2 self
Vocabulary
Speaking
Listening
Lexical equivalence in academics
Native level
Ought-to L2 self
Pragmatics
Work necessity
Attitudes toward learning English
Interest
Philosophical understanding
Intended effort
Contextual exposure
Past effort

Profile.
The four participants in G2 were all studying or working in Beijing at the time of data
collection. In terms of English proficiency, Bei and Liu were at lower English proficiency levels
than Deng and Wang based on their English tests scores and oral English fluency. Bei, Wang,
and Deng are under 25 years old. They were waiting for offers to study abroad for their master’s
degree at the time of data collection. Deng started to prepare for the TOEFL in high school and
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attended tutoring courses during winter and summer breaks but did not study abroad in high
school. Bei had enrolled in many English tutoring course to prepare for study abroad. He planned
to study abroad to learn the language for half a year before starting to take major-specific
courses. Wang had stayed in the U.S. for three months as an exchange student in his 3rd year of
undergraduate study and decided to study in the U.S. for his master’s degree. Additionally, Shi,
in his early 30s, was employed as a post-doc at a research institute and planned to work in
international companies or pursue another degree after finishing his post-doc work.
Goal-directed activity.
Tutoring for studying abroad. In addition to learn English in universities as required
courses, participants in G2 received tutoring in Beijing, although their orientation differed, three
of them studying to pass up-coming exams, and Shi wanting to improve his English in general.
In recent years, they had all chosen different kinds of courses to learn English based on their
perceived need and English proficiency level. In particular, Bei had chosen a whole package of
courses based on his mother’s advice at the same studying-abroad agency.
40
The courses I enrolled in are called foundation class, advanced class, and
sprint class, and 40 hour one-on-one class. It is a combo, one package service. (Bei, G2)
Practice. All participants had traveled or attended conferences abroad where face-to-face
communication was central to the situation. Deng had had an internship with an international
company in China, and had volunteered during a summer break to help native-speaking English
teachers in Beijing (APEX) as well. Bei had worked as a translator for two British tennis coaches
during an international competition held in China. Different from Deng and Bei, Wang had
completed an internship in the U.S. as an exchange student. Shi had attended international
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conferences in his field and published papers in English journals. These experiences were in
large part responsible for participants wanting to pursue a lengthy stay abroad.

I had my internship in the senior year in Beijing, and communicated
with workers from the headquarters, who all spoke English. Then some of them may come
to Beijing to communicate or give lectures. We had video or face-to-face conferences.
They came from the headquarters to listen to our report or investigate. (Deng, G3)
……

Because my mum often brought me to visit
abroad. She did not like group visit, and I was forced to be an interpreter... After I had
many chances to travel abroad with my mum, I was courageous anyway. That is, even if
my grammar might be problematic, the foreigner, he could understand me. We could
understand each other. Therefore, I was not nervous anymore and became more
courageous. (Bei, G2)
,
Our university
had exchange programs with the American school. At the same time, that university had
cooperation with the company, and we could have internships there. When I first went
there, I used English for taking courses. That is, the language environment had been
changed. We had courses, and we needed to take credits. Yes, then I had my internship if
there was no class. My working environment required the use of English. Basically
speaking, my environment of using English changed a lot. (Wang, G2)
Ideal L2 self.
Vocabulary. Participants reflected on their improvement in the process of preparing for
studying abroad, and mentioned the distance from their ideal levels in terms of speaking, writing,
listening, and vocabulary building. They all thought that they gained a large amount of
vocabulary while learning English for the TOEFL and GRE/GMAT exams. They realized the
discrepancy between their current level and the specific need for fluency when studying abroad.
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In addition,
with respect to the vocabulary, I accumulated my vocabulary gradually. I feel apparent
improvement now. Much larger amount of vocabulary. Like listening, speaking, reading
and writing in TOEFL. I felt I had improved more than four years ago, maybe few more
changes than two years ago. (Wang, G2)
After I had a large vocabulary,
I can be skillful of using them. (Deng, G2)

Speaking. Participants had made the decision to study abroad during high school or early
in their university experience. They were still concerned about their spoken English. Deng
pointed out that he was afraid of being asked to give a talk without preparation because his
current level of English was not fluent enough:

I feel that I am OK if I communicate with others
sentence by sentence. But if you let me give a talk, especially without preparation or I
have not spoken English for a long time, or I am asked to do this suddenly. I often pause.
That is, I cannot recall the word, and then I will use words randomly. After I reflected on
that situation, I realized that I was using wrong words and maybe the grammar was
wrong as well. That was worse than what I thought. (Deng, G2)
Listening. Although participants had previous contact with native speakers while
traveling abroad or during internships, they were worried about their academic performance
because of English barriers. Bei mentioned that understanding or listening to English with accent
may be a problem while studying abroad:
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I can
predict that I may not understand what teachers will say while studying in the U.S. My
nephew who is one year older than me, he went to the U.S. for one year for the major of
computer science. He told me that there were some foreign teachers. I feel that it may be
difficult for me to understand American native teachers at first, let alone none English
native speaker teachers [with an accent]. I am worried. (Bei, G2)
Lexical equivalence in academics. Participants studied their major-specific information
in Chinese instead of English and had one or two academic English courses in China. Although
content knowledge may be part of their concern, the major problem they thought was the English
translation of content knowledge. Deng suggested that:

Because in addition to the problem of accent, the other problem is that the
knowledge I learned as an undergraduate is not that solid. Then I forget some. In
addition, these I learned before are all in Chinese. Suddenly, all you learned will be
spoken out in English. Even if you may know these originally, all these are translated into
English in the teaching process. I am worried. That is, the shift of knowledge focus,
especially my academic knowledge. (Deng, G2)

Native level. Shi was studying English for academic purposes. Although he had published
English papers in his field and attended international conferences, he still needed to improve his
English he thought in order to be close to native fluency. He had spent around 6,000 US dollars
to enroll in an English course for three months and drive one hour to attend the course three
times a week. Many of his classmates had worked in big companies and took part time to
improve their English.

,
When I was
enrolled in that course, I had a specific intention. That is, I want my English to be as
fluent as my native language [Chinese]. I can also think with English, but I did not reach
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that level at last. They [the course ad] said some students could reach that level, but I did
not. I tried to, but... (Shi, G2)

Ought-to L2 self.
Pragmatics. Wang had had the experience of communicating with English native
speakers in the United States. He realized the difference of using English in China and in the
United States and reflected on his use of English, saying that he was targeting of communication:

It will be more practical, closer to the oral and written expression in English.
For example, I go to the U.S. I may be closer to their model of using English. For
example, when I was learning English in middle school, like the writing and grammar
was very stiff. We learned from what was taught in the textbook. This is different.
Nowadays, when I use English, I tend to be close to the American model. (Wang, G2)

Work necessity. Different from the other three participants who were learning English for
their graduate studies, Shi wanted to work in international companies, which required a higher
English proficiency level. He wanted to speak English often and practice with others. He realized
that his current level of English proficiency limited his possibilities in career advancement:

. I think my standard is that
my English can meet the demand of my work when I need it. That should be very fluent.
In my daily work, I don’t have enough time to study English. Daily reading is OK, but
speaking is not enough.
Learning
English can provide more chances to communicate and a broader view. (Shi, G2)
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Attitudes toward learning English.
Interest. Participants all demonstrated positive attitudes toward learning English. They
reported interest in western education and culture. They had applied to American universities and
two had chosen English names after reading English novels and watching movies. Deng chose
his English name because of its implied meaning and as one of his favorite characters in “Harry
Potter.” Bei chose his name after watching a movie the night before his English class.
Confidence. Additionally, Bei mentioned that he had become more confident after
traveling abroad several times. He was scared to open his month the first time he went abroad in
the middle school for tennis competition. Later he traveled abroad for several times and dare to
speak out. He realized that even if his English was not native enough, it would be sufficient to
make himself and foreigners to understand each other’s meaning. His confidence increased with
more chances of cultural exposure.
Philosophical understanding. Participants reflected on their learning outcomes while
studying in tutoring schools and recognized their improvement in the process of learning. The
tests they were preparing for to study abroad, like the TOEFL, were practical for their
aspirations. Shi commented on his understanding of educational experiences and philosophical
understanding of the learning process.

My comprehension ability
has been improved. I think this kind of improvement may not be related to English itself.
Yes, you have a better comprehension of this world, and then your understanding of
English is improved as well. (Shi, G2)
Intended effort.
Contextual exposure. With regard to intended effort, participants all said that they
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planned to immerse themselves in the target language and culture in addition to pursuing
professional goals once studying abroad. They all realized the importance of contextual
exposure. Deng mentioned that he had adapted to speaking English with native speakers after
several days of communication during his internship and volunteer experiences. Bei applied for
bridge courses, which meant he needed to continue to study English for one semester before he
started his graduate study. He preferred to stay abroad to be immersed in the environment. Wang
had stayed in the United States for his internship and emphasized the importance of face-to-face
communication and contextual understanding.
。
I felt it was difficult to
communicate with native speakers in the first few days, whether with listening or
expressing. But it did not matter after several days. (Deng, G2)
I can stay either in China or the U.S. this half year. I feel
that it may be easier to take the exam because of the language environment. (Bei, G2)

I preferred face-to-face communication while using English
or oral communication. If in written communication, I might feel more nervous. I would
always think about my wording. But when I talked in oral, like my working environment
during my internship, it was natural and normal to talk with others. I said whatever I
thought. The communication went smoothly sentence by sentence. (Wang, G2)
Previous effort. In terms of effort in the process of preparing for studying abroad, oral
English was a pitfall that they could not avoid. They ran short of time to prepare for their oral
English and did not put much effort into it because oral English was difficult to improve within
short time, especially in the EFL context. They planned to put more effort after studying abroad
in the immersed context.
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I don’t think my writing, or use of grammar improved a lot, neither did my reading.
There is no improvement on oral English at all. I did not prepare for oral English, since
Chinese often get low scores on oral. I feel that oral English is too subjective, and I do
not have any good method. English teachers teach you what to remember and how to
answer certain questions during class. During my review or preparation, I focus on
reading and listening and not on oral. It is difficult to improve. (Deng, G2)
Group 3

Table 10
Themes of Group 3
Profile
Study abroad since high school
Study abroad for 10 years, 1 year, and 3 months
Goal-directed activity
Purposeful improvement
Engagement
Ideal L2 self
Necessity
Future improvement
Ought-to L2 self
Environmental necessity
Saving face
Contextual immersion
Exam-oriented pressure
Attitudes toward learning English
Pride
Confidence
Intended effort
Contextual force
Natural outcome
Imitation
Purposeful differences
Reconstruction
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Profile.
Participants in G3, Miao, Qi, and Chao (under 25 years old) had graduated from high
school (Chao in the United States, Miao and Qi in Canada) and had chosen to continue their
study-abroad experience by attending universities in the same country. Miao had chosen a
private high school purposefully with many Chinese students in order to adapt to the community
quickly. Her English was sufficient to avoid remedial classes. Additionally, she only spoke
English during class and used Chinese in her daily life both in high school and at university. On
the contrary, Qi and Chao lived with home-stay families, who could only speak English.
Specifically, Qi had fewer Chinese around and made friends with many English native speakers
during high school. She transferred from China in grade 11 and went to normal classes directly.
Chao had only basic English proficiency and went through the processes of advancing from
the beginning, to intermediate, and then to advanced ESL courses in high school. Importantly,
Chao was not allowed to speak Chinese while he was in high school, even if other Chinese
students were around. He received tickets or even detentions for speaking the language. While in
college, these three participants all had fewer chances to communicate with English native
speakers, except classroom discussions or working on projects, and made friends with Chinese
students most of the time.
In addition to those who had studied abroad since high school, three other participants
were purposefully selected with different lengths of stay. Mei was in her mid 30s and had stayed
in the United States for ten years. She got her bachelor’s degree and stayed to work. She planned
to go back to school for her graduate study later. She was interested in American culture and
used English every day. In contrast, Ning was around 25 years old and had studied in the United
States for one year as a graduate student. She had a high English score on the college entrance
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exam, received one year exception, and only studied English for the first year while she was in
China. Then she started to learn German and tried to forget English to avoid interferences in the
second year. Later she had to pick up English again to prepare for the graduate tests and got rid
of German by the end of the third year of her undergraduate study in China. Lian, around 30
years old, was an exchange PhD student for a duration of ten months in the U.S. He had been in
the United States for only three months at the time of data collection. In terms of English
proficiency, most participants were fluent except Ning and Lian, who were less fluent than other
participants in G3 but more fluent than participants in G1 and G2.
Goal-directed activity.
Purposeful improvement. Participants in G3 had struggled when they first came to study
abroad and had tried to improve their English as much as they could. For example, Ning tried to
correct her pronunciation by imitating English native speakers. Mei communicated with English
native speakers in her daily work and life after having been immersed in the English-speaking
community for ten years. She forced herself to interact with others at the beginning to improve
her English. Initially, Qi had lived with a Canadian family and had found it difficult to
communicate. She had searched for solutions through watching YouTube videos, then deciding
that it was best to engage people, even if her English appeared “bookish” or “weird.”

VOA
My oral English was always not good. During the period of
preparing for the TOEFL, I imitated English native speaker’s English every morning. I
imitated with VOA and brought a couple of textbooks on how to correct my
pronunciation. I did not get a high score actually, not very good all the time. (Ning, G3)
I forced myself to
never give up, try to communicate with English native speakers, watch more TV shows
and so on. Yes, it was not only to be familiar with the language. I was learning the
culture as well. (Mei, G3)
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YouTube
I really need to learn by
myself. After I finished my homework each day, I went to my room, and searched many
information, that improved oral English quickly. I tried to search all the information, and
watched videos on YouTube and so on. That was not quite useful because I found the
best way to learn English was that you needed to speak out by yourself. (Qi, G3)
Engagement. L2 learning experience while studying abroad was highly correlated with
participants’ involvement in the local community. The extent to which they were involved in
active participation and communication with native speakers varied from person to person. Qi
found it easy to adapt to the local community and made many friends. Because Chinese students
were few in her high school, she was a kind of “special” among local students, and her
classmates were curious about Chinese students. Qi eventually began to socialize with them.
This was part of the reason that she improved her English quickly within three or four months.
Once Qi had entered university, she was confronted with a stereotype of Chinese students, that
Chinese only associate with each other. With lots of Chinese in the university, she had difficulty
making friends with local students, a concern also mentioned by Chao and Ning.

……
I think
the local students may not be interested in Chinese students. Additionally, by default, they
may think Chinese or Korean students like to huddle together, and they will not be likely
to make friends with you actively, unless there is communication in class or some
activities. But they will not have personal contact with you, which is different from my
high school. While I am studying abroad in this environment, I really want to be familiar
with native speakers. But it is really hard in my university. I only talk several sentences at
most, and others are not active to be close to me. I am shy to talk to them. (Qi, G3)
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Ning did not use English much while studying abroad. In terms of English learning
experiences, she had achieved a good foundation in high school and read English magazines in
her daily life. She had not taken English seriously, however, until she started to prepare for
TOEFL and GRE. But she said that her level of communication was not good enough to be
engaged in daily life with English native speakers.

,

I do not have much communication with native speakers
in oral English. It is difficult to adapt to their life only with class discussions. (Ning, G3)
In contrast, Miao was surrounded by Chinese in her learning situation. She chose her high
school and university in Canada because of the large number of Chinese students. Additionally,
she only spoke English during class and used Chinese in her daily life. She liked the close
relationship with Chinese students and avoided interactions with local teachers and students:

…
At the beginning, I did not talk to foreigners at all. Now, I talk to them, and talk to
teachers sometimes. If the teacher does not ask me, I will not talk to my teacher,
definitely. Neither for my classmates. Because there were so few foreigners [English
native speakers]when I first came, only one or two in one class. I found that students
from one country they would go to one school. There are many Chinese in my university,
and more Korean students in other universities. (Miao, G3)
Lian said that he enjoyed communicating with native English-speaking students, although
he had been in the United States for only three months. He was proud that he had initiated the
first “cooking party” in his academic department. Lian felt difficulty communicating with others,
but he thought “some important key words would help. So, in general, it not about the grammar.
I have worried about maybe I don’t speak English well or there might be some grammatical
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mistakes in my words. But now I realize that what matters is you speak the key words, and they
always understand what I mean.” He enjoyed different kinds of activity with local students, and
said that his English had improved in the process of interactions:
I don’t think I have engaged in activity to develop the skills. I engage in all kinds of
activities because I kind of get involved with local students, faculty and staff. So I do that
not to improve [my] English skills but to involve people because people are very frank
and nice. But in fact, during the I mean the involvement with all these people and local
community around me. I developed my communication skills quite a lot. (Lian, G3)
We had a variety of activity in our department and we have lot of student activity, like we
always hang out together. We always cook at someone’s house together. And we go
mountain and bar, and yes... In fact they never did this before I came here. So the
cooking party was formed because my friend and I had a talk and both of us are very
interested in cooking. It’s lots of fun. It will be wonderful to bring other guys with us.
That’s why we decide to have a cooking party. (Lian, G3)
Chao had a clear idea of his career and need to communicate with others a lot. In the
interview, he first provided his assumptions for goals of learning English for others in English.
Later, when talking about his plan, he pointed out the utility for using English across different
fields. He focused on communication:
I am not sure about this, but I know that at least, during talking and speaking, most
people at least understand what you say and what you mean, doesn’t need to be like
prefect English, perfect grammar. Just let them know that what you try to say to them.
That should be ok. This one I think OK, but I did not do any research on that.
professional

……
For many other
majors, it should be OK if they can communicate in their daily life, but I am different.
Because of my major, I must need lots of communication, lots of professional or vivid
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English. As long as you are happy, I will make you realize how vividly I try to express. It
is not something stiff. In terms of learning English, because the place where you use
English is different, your way of expression will be different. We all can communicate
with others. Like, if you want to know how much it is for a box of napkins, then we can
express whatever we want. Relatively speaking, when you are asking, you may be more
purposeful, maybe not. We can all ask how much it is, how many napkins are included.
We can all do this. We can all express this with our current English. But I am not that
straightforward. I just want to say, actually an important point, that is, how to meet the
demand. That is, you learn English. If you use English in different fields, the way you
speak will be different, and your expression will be different. (Chao, G3)
Ideal L2 self.
Necessity. Participants were not very motivated to study English because their current
proficiency levels were sufficient: “Now, it is basically enough” (Ning, Miao, and Mei). While
talking about their goals of learning English, Miao mentioned that she had received a specific
score to apply for high school and other basic requirement in the college.
6.5
For high school,
it was enough. If the requirement is 6.5 in IELTS, then I got the score of 6.5. Currently, it
is OK as long as it meets my demand. That is, my communication with others, finishing
homework, listening to classes and so on. It is OK if there is no problem. (Miao, G3)
In addition, the English requirement was specific for majors. Mei worked in the field of
advertisement, which required English knowledge not only about the language itself but also
skills of communication. She realized her continuous difficulties though she had stayed in the
United States for ten years. Lian mentioned that he wanted to become an English teacher or
advisor for students who planned to study abroad. He wanted to continue to improve his English.

Because my working field is
advertisement. Many of the workers are able to talk eloquently. Then, yes, there are
positions which require technical skills, and communicative skills for marketing. Thus,
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sometimes when I am with these kinds of people, I feel that they are native Americans and
my English is still worse than them. (Mei, G3)
7.5
7.5
......
They often require that your average score should be 7.5 or 8 to be an IELTS
teacher. In addition, I can work for study-abroad agencies to help students to apply,
because I am good at this. I can quickly find out which teacher they can conduct research
with or be willing to accept them, to find such teachers (Lian, G3)
Future improvement. The distance between the actual English proficiency level and
being native was a powerful motivator for participants. This was not only about vocabulary,
sentence structure, or grammar, but also pragmatics. That is, the habitual way of authentic usage
of English in daily life. Qi thought it was difficult to approach the native level. Ning wanted to
improve her oral English to communicate with native speakers:

My mind is full of many basic words or sentences I learned in China. I also watch
videos or listen to music to learn scattered English. But if you let me live here, it is not
sufficient. Sometimes I need to listen twice to understand these who are around me. That
is, every sentence he said is easy, but the intonation, as well as the habitual way of
speaking, I cannot understand. I need to ask him to say it again. I felt so bad about myself
at the beginning, and need long time to adapt. (Qi, G3)

Basically, I need to try to improve my
oral English, because the longer I communicate with others, the more eagerly I want to
communicate with more native speakers. In terms of communication, I am not fluent
enough to express what I mean. I cannot express in one sentence, but I can use two more
sentences to express my ideas. It is difficult to listen and talk with native speakers. I think
it is really difficult to reach the native level like your native language. (Ning, G3)
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Ought-to L2 self.
Environmental necessity. The environment played an important role in learning English
while studying abroad. Participants were immersed in the target culture and realized their
distance from English native speakers. When they first arrived, they all reported being
challenged by their lack of L2 proficiency. Mei did not have much trouble with her academic
progress in terms of English but admitted that listening comprehension was an issue for her. She
learnt English to catch up with American classmates and had a high standard because of her
major, which required in-depth understanding of the languaculture:
PPT
My major is engineering, which may be different. I can study by myself without any
problem. I can understand the content with PPT after class, which was not very stressful.
But listening was a big concern at the beginning. (Mei, G3)
It is about academia. If my English is not good,
I cannot communicate with classmates and teachers, and then my homework cannot
reach the standard with my American classmates.
Because of my major, there is a stricter requirement
for English, and I also need to be familiar with the local culture. (Mei, G3)
Saving face. Chao and Qi had been especially embarrassed by their circumstance, saying
that gains in proficiency were in large part motivated by saving face. Chao who only knew very
basic English at the beginning, studied English to avoid unpleasant outcomes. He reflected on his
difficult start. Limited English proficiency had made him embarrassed during class. He said he
was forced by his environment to improve his English. Saving face to avoid embarrassment was
a strong motivator:
When I first came to the U.S, I don’t know any English really. I only know yes or no.
During class, when I first attend to an English the U.S. school, the high school, I am in
the lowest level. My English class, lowest level, very easy class, just lowest. I think
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backward, right. Wow, this English is so easy. Why I don’t know. Like during the class, I
don’t know what I should do cause it’s U.S. It’s different from China. The teacher just
asked me a question... But I really don’t know what he’s asking. (Chao, G3)
I have to learn English again. Do I need to get that certificate for learning English? No. I
just try to learn a little bit, and make it OK just enough for me to live in this environment.
I don’t care about getting how what’s the level, a high level or prefect English.
It’s kind of forced by the environment of school. Because my school is very strict. If you
don’t speak English, and you got caught. OK, teacher will take you to the office and they
give you detention. You get three detentions from school, you get it like 15 times in one
month, which means caught by 15 times like speaking other languages other than
English, you got, like ask you to leave school. You got trouble, big trouble. The final, like
the. Like worse the punishment, about speaking other languages in school, it’s kicking
you out. It’s really kicking you out. (Chao, G3)

I was in a home-stay family to live
with the locals. I was the only outsider for the whole family. Everything they were talking
about at home was very oral or authentic at home. I totally did not understand what they
were talking about. Sometimes, especially at the beginning, it was embarrassing that the
whole family was very warm, you know? They really wanted to know more about Chinese
culture from you, and talked to you. But I was too nervous to know what they were
asking. I felt bad. I felt so bad about myself at that time, but I had no way out. (Qi, G3)

Contextual immersion. Participants in G3 had the advantage of using English every day
and communicating with native speakers in their daily life as a way of improving their English.
Qi reflected on the contextual differences between ESL and EFL contexts. Ning compared her
feelings while talking in English with and without the contextual immersion:

。

。

。
If in China, I feel that they don’t
have or it is rare to have chances to get in touch with native English. Even if they have
contact, it is only a short period, maybe once or twice. However, it is an immersed
context here. Sometimes I cannot understand what he is trying to express in the first time
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to hear one kind of expression, but you will know more after hearing it several times.
What you learned is more practical, more useful. (Qi, G3)

This is
like that you get one foreigner around you now, and stay with him for several days. You
give me one or two days. Even if you cannot speak English well, you can still be confident
to express after you have a little foundation. Why? Because you have adapted to use
English to speak. I found this, for example, I am working on a project with foreigners
these days, or I am always speaking English, I will feel good while I am speaking
English. I sometimes feel happier or higher after meeting foreigners. Yes, I feel I am
high. However, if I have not spoken English for a period, I don’t want to talk to them. I
feel these days while I am in China during summer break, I am not able to speak English,
more low-spirited. If somebody can make you follow, you will feel good. We are not
adapted to communicate with others in our second language. (Ning, G3)
Exam-oriented pressure. Mei reflected on her goal of learning English and talked about
the difference between learning English for passing Chinese and American tests. The learning
outcomes were different. English learned in China was more targeted to exams. Surprisingly,
even though Mei had passed the TOEFL test, her English test scores had become worse before
she studied abroad.

SAT

,
If you stay in China, certainly, that
all you do is for the exam. So, based on my memory, I was an English representative in
high school. Then I remembered that in the second year of high school, when I decided to
learn English and prepare to study abroad, I took the American SAT, I don’t think my
English improved relatively. However, I had taken TOEFL or other exams, my English
should be improved. Then when I took English tests in China, my test score was even
worse than before. Therefore, I think it is not natural enough for the exam-oriented
environment. How to say, that is not natural. Whatever, it is different. (Mei, G3)
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The outcome of learning English in China was to advance to a better choice of high
school or university. Pragmatically speaking, those who were studying or had studied abroad
thought the English they learned in China was not practical. Chao expressed his dismay at the
English education he had received in China.

When I was in China, English I
learned from elementary to middle school was very formalized, so I learned nothing. That
English is only used for tests, and not applied. After I came to the U.S. it was not useful in
English communication, no help and no improvement at all. Although it had been a long
time since the first time I learned English, part of the time did not count. It was a waste of
time. That English is not useful at all. (Chao, G3)
Attitudes toward learning English.
Pride. Most participants had positive attitudes toward learning English at the time of the
interview. Chao was very proud of his quick adaptation to the environment.
I feel pretty comfortable with talking. Because I really feel confident with my English,
even my grammar is not perfect. But I can say, while talking with people, they can know
what I am trying to say. You know, better than Chinese... I just feel so proud of myself.
And now, yeah, when I hear people say: Wow, you are Chinese, and why your English is
good, your pronunciation, and anything is good... you know, things like this. I feel so
proud: thank you, really thank you. Yes. Cause you never know how hardworking from
that beginning to now, right? It takes a long process. I’m working step by step. Cause I
only know yes or no. But now... I am really proud of myself. (Chao, G3)
Confidence. Confidence is an unavoidable issue for L2 and FL learners. Participants all
talked about their lack of confidence when speaking English. This was more apparent for those
who had studied abroad for only a short period.
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I found, many friends, whose English was really great.
However, I found that they were nervous apparently while speaking English, no matter
some very basic and easy words, because they were afraid of making mistakes. In
addition to thinking about what they wanted to say, they also needed to think about the
language. Therefore, I could feel that I was not very confident while speaking English
most of the time. (Qi, G3)
I am not confident
enough about my English. My English level makes it difficult to communicate with
English native speakers in terms of friendship. (Ning, G3)
Chao was confident of his English but talked about his prior fear. He made a comparison
between his initial and later feelings:

First, it is unclear in communication. Second, you
know your English is not good, and you are afraid of communicating. You are scared that
you cannot understand what others are saying or others cannot understand you.
Nowadays, I like to communicate with others in English, to go shopping to ask more
about their products. I like this, and I am confident. (Chao, G3)
Intended effort.
Contextual force. Chao did not think he put enough effort into learning English. When
asked about what he did to learn English, he did not recall any specific efforts he made to study.
Instead, he emphasized that he learned by being in the environment, and “the environment forced
me to do so. School forced me to do so.”

But those who
have been here for a long time, including some students who came to the U.S like me in
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the same year or my high school classmates, their English is the same, not much
improved. At least not much improvement in terms of talking. I am confident. I did not put
in much effort and I am forced [by the environment]. I really admire myself. I am
adaptable and can survive anywhere. (Chao, G3)
Natural outcome. Participants Miao and Lian did not think that they put much effort into
learning English while studying abroad. They thought the learning process occurred naturally
and emphasized the importance of their surroundings. Miao chose schools with many Chinese
students and did not put much effort into learning English outside of meeting academic demands:

writing center
I felt that your English would improve if you attended
classes and did homework. I did not do something purposefully to learn English. No. I
had not gone to the writing center. When I finished my writing, I would ask my friends,
who were good at English to revise a little bit. (Miao, G3)
Imitation. Although Chao did not say that he put much effort into learning English, he
mentioned that he had tried to imitate the American accent. He also pointed out peer pressure
while imitating English native speakers. That is, other Chinese may be judgmental and accused
him of being a poseur.

I will deliberately imitate an American
accent. I will try to make my English sound more like Americans. I did this on purpose.
During face-to-face communication, I often intentionally imitate American voice to talk
to you or talk to other Chinese. For some Chinese, they may think you are showing off
while communicating with Chinese. Why do you pretend you are an American? Why do
you feel your English is good? (Chao, G3)
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Purposeful differences. In addition to learning in different contexts, participants also
worked hard for different usage in their fields. The differences of using English between Chao
and his friends made him conscious of his goal of using English. Chao was trying to make his
English natural to facilitate his future career.

We usually hang out together. I can hear their English. I am not
praising myself. No. I’m not saying that their English is not good. But you can really tell
many differences. You can find their facial expression is different while talking, and their
way of expressing is also different. I am not saying my English is something. I just want
to express an important point that to meet the conditions. You learn English and use it in
different fields, and the way you speak and express in English is different. (Chao, G3)
Reconstruction. Qi put in an effort to change her Chinese logic of speaking and tried to
learn as much being native as possible, even if she was a leader in English class while studying
in China. This proved to be a transformative process for her:

logical

Many things I learned here were different from what I learned in China. That
is, the habitual way of speaking, and their logical thinking. I needed to overturn many
things I learned from textbooks previously. Sometimes I thought I spoke an advanced
sentence to represent my good command of English; however, they [English native
speakers] did not speak that way in their life, and they expressed in a more casual and
logical way. I needed to learn and listen to those gradually. In addition, the intonation,
that is, even if I learned English well and led in reading for the whole class in China, that
kind of reading was somewhat different. You needed to learn their intonation after
studying abroad and try to avoid that difference. (Qi, G3)
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Additionally, long time exposure to the target language and culture influenced
participants’ English expression. Mei, Chao, and Ning all mentioned the difficulty of expressing
themselves in Chinese while describing something specific because they learned these words in
English, especially terms in their fields. This was also part of the reason Chao preferred to speak
English during the interview. English immersion affected their way of thinking. Ning talked
about the influence of contextual immersion philosophically:

Because you have stayed here for a long time,
most of the time while you are thinking about questions, you will use this way. Yes,
because I don’t know how to translate some words, like terminologies. You will,
ideologically, you will think in an English way to consider this problem. (Ning, G3)
Group 4

Table 11
Themes of Group 4
Profile
Return for work
Return for degree
Goal-directed activity
Attend English courses: Qian
Talk to a bank teller instead of using an ATM: Long
Rare engagement with the local: Nana
Play around with Chinese: Peng
Ideal L2 self
Opportunity
Room for improvement
Ought-to L2 self
English socialization
Parental expectation
Attitudes toward learning English
Positive attitude
A Rebel
Contextual immersion
Intended effort
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Profile.
Participants in G4 all had finished their studies abroad and returned to China. Qian, Nana,
and Peng had received their master’s degree abroad. After coming back to China, Qian chose to
pursue her doctorate at a university in Beijing, and Nana and Peng were working, although
English was not required for their current job, only occasional communication with English
speakers. Long had been an exchange doctoral student, studying in the U.S. for 16 months, then
returning to China to his university to complete his degree.
Goal-directed activity.
Nana and Peng did not like to learn English and did not put much effort into learning
English. In contrast, Long and Qian mentioned that they created different opportunities to
improve their English. Qian organized English study groups to help her classmates prepare for
CET 4 and CET 6 before studying abroad. She said that she had been able to improve her
English by attending free classes sponsored by a local church and talking to her American
roommate while studying abroad. Qian had had an interest in learning English in primary school
and seized chances to communicate with English native speakers around her.

culture
When I first went there,
I attended English classes taught by a mission school to improve my English. Many
English native speaker students in the mission school taught you. They taught you about
their culture, and they also taught you, for example, today they taught movie culture. I
attended this for a whole semester. (Qian, G4)
I had an American roommate in my first semester. I always
talked to her. But I needed to think for a long time before I talked to her, and thought
whether I talked in a right way. (Qian, G4)
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Long reported seeking out opportunities to interact with people in English. For example,
when withdrawing money, he would talk to a bank teller instead of using an ATM.

DMV
200
……
.
When I first
went to the U.S. the amount of my vocabulary was limited. I started to recite the DMV
driver’s guide book, and read it thoroughly. Then I surfed on the internet to find some
videos about how to improve English. I also used a mobile APP to remember
vocabularies, which lasted for more than 200 days. The more words I knew, the better I
can express what I want to say. (Long, G4)

I was pretty active when I first came
to the U.S. For example, when I needed to withdraw some money, I would go the counter
to talk to the bank teller instead of using the ATM. The front desk in the lobby told me to
use the ATM politely, but I said I was here in order to speak English. That handsome guy
thought this was funny. (Long, G4)
Participants all reflected on their interaction with native speakers while studying abroad
and mentioned fewer chances to speak English because of their communicative surroundings in
China. Although Nana said she had many opportunities to engage socially in English, she chose
to focus on academic work. Nana talked about her basic communication with international
students and several activities:
1/3

There are lot of Chinese in my major. Almost one third are Chinese. Others are from
Nigeria, Kenya, Turkey, and other countries. It is easier to communicate with them than
Americans, since our communication is basic and easy. (Nana, G4)
English club
We had
English clubs or activities to go to American families, or some activities at school to
teach you English, but I did not join much since I was busy with my academics. I was not
very confident about my English. (Nana, G4)
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Peng said he had only rare interactions with English native speakers, instead spending
most of his social time with the local Chinese population, speaking Mandarin. Peng talked about
the large population of Chinese while studying abroad and compared this to international
students from other countries. He attributed his rare involvement to the large population of
Chinese in his surroundings while studying abroad:

。
。

Because the Chinese population is too huge
to provide many chances to speak English. Even if I communicate with English native
speakers, I am happier while playing with Chinese. I have lots of communication with
Chinese in my daily life in Chinese. You know, there is only one Japanese in our class, no
Koreans. Koreans and Japanese are rare there. I think he has to be involved with
Europeans or Americans, since Chinese do not hang out with him. From this perspective,
I think Japanese speak English better. (Peng, G4)

Ideal L2 self.
Opportunity. With regard to ideal L2 self, participants indicated that they continued to
have difficulties with English, which caused them some regrets (fluency still being central to
ideal L2-self). Friends around Peng were all good at English while studying abroad, approaching
the native level. This was part of the reason that Peng felt his English was not good enough and
had had higher standard for his English. He mentioned one of his primary regrets:

XX
One regret was related to
my oral English, which was not good enough. I was trying to apply for a better university
as my first choice. My resume and my scores were all qualified. But I did not pass the
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interview. Anyway, I did not pass during the interview. I thought this may be related to
my English proficiency. (Peng, G4)

Room for improvement. Participants had communicated with native speakers or nonnative speakers who were good at speaking English, realizing the differences between their
English level and that of others and became more aware of their room for improvement. The
discrepancy still existed after several years of languacultural exposure. Participants thought that
it was enough for general communication, but they were also concerned about speaking English
without preparation in public according to Peng and Qian:

BBC

I often play with people, those
who are from Hong Kong or foreign citizens of Chinese origin or British born Chinese
(BBC), or some of them have gone abroad since middle school. I have lots of these kinds
of classmates. They all have a good foundation of English. They can easily get along with
English native speakers. I have a good relationship with them, and we often get together.
However, to be frank, I speak less when many foreigners and I are together. Because
sometimes I speak one sentence, I really need to think for a long time. I need to think
about how to express this sentence, or some phrases that I cannot express in complicated
words. Or I may know this word in reading, but if I actually use it right now, which
preposition should this word match or whatever... I cannot read it in a standard way.
This is my disparity. (Peng, G4)
It is enough for general communication.
But it is not enough to give a talk, unless I am prepared before. (Peng, G4)
When I am familiar with my
environment, I learn how to speak oral English and more casual, especially after I know
their culture, I think some of the English I said before was not rational. (Qian, G4)
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Ought-to L2 self.
English socialization. English socialization was an important aspect for participants. In
terms of ought-to self, Qian was unhappy that she still could not converse freely with others at
conferences. Qian had been interested in learning English since primary school, but she still
thought that her English needed to improve in order to socialize with others, which was not only
related to her English proficiency but also content. She mentioned a specific situation:
reception,
social
When I attended a conference, there was a reception after the
meeting. My advisor asked me to socialize with others. I did not know them, ha-ha, I did
not know what to say. I felt really nervous. (Qian, G4)
Parental expectation. Ought-to L2 self was the driving force for Nana. She was
influenced by her parents to study abroad in order to increase her job opportunities after coming
back to China. The decision of why and where to study abroad sometimes depended on parents.
Although many participants in this study decided to study abroad with their parents’ advice, they
were also eager to improve their chances for education and career. Nana was an exception. She
mentioned several times the critical nature of her parents’ advice in her process of learning
English and studying abroad.

Nowadays, my father asks me to begin
to take the TOEFL to get higher scores. Then that may be helpful when I start to work in
that company. I don’t know. Whatever, I will take the test if he asks. (Nana, G4)
My parents want me to study in the U.S. Probably, the elder
generation think that you should go to the U.S. if you study abroad. Then I also realize
that the U.S. is better. (Nana, G4)
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Attitudes toward learning English.
Positive attitude. Participants in G4 all thought that English was required for their study
and did not show a passion of learning English, except Qian, who expressed positive attitudes
toward learning English. Qian liked to learn English and regarded English tests in China as tricks
to get certificates. While studying abroad, Qian mainly communicated with her advisor.

These are
test-oriented. I have a series of skills and tricks for English tests in China. That is, I have
been to many tutoring classes for the CET 4 or CET 6, and I need to have good scores for
the middle and high school exams. I feel, these English tests are not to test your English
knowledge. I think there are some tricks. (Qian, G3)
25

30

native

My
advisor is from Taiwan, but he never talks to me in Chinese, although his native language
is Chinese as well. He has stayed in the U.S. for 25 years, maybe more than 30 years
including his studies. He helped me to correct some non-native English. Later, I started
to work on my research. I had a meeting with my advisor every week. I needed to think
ahead, not exactly in advance. Sometimes my advisor might ask something, I needed to
reply based on the situation. After I finished each meeting, sometimes I felt good about
myself and had a big relief. But sometimes I did not think I said anything and felt that
was not the situation I wanted. (Qian, G4)
A rebel. Peng was a rebel in English learning. He had never held a positive view of
English, having actively rebelled in classes. He was once put in a teacher’s office to avoid
interrupting other students trying to learn the language in high school (see in the following
excerpt). He purposefully tried to avoid taking English tests even if he had a high English score
in the college entrance exam. Peng did not take any English tests after that. He chose to enroll in
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a joint program for his undergraduate study. That is, he studied for two years in China and the
other two years in the U.K. Later he applied for graduate study without the need of English tests:
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I really don’t like to study English. When I was in high school, I was put in the
teacher’s office during English classes. My reading or other aspects of English tests were
OK. The score was around 130 out of 150. I did not listen during class, and did not pay
attention to what the teacher said. I did not like to learn English, and did not finish my
homework. Therefore, my English teacher put me in his office during English class to
avoid interrupting other students. To be frank, I don’t like to study English from the
beginning until now. (Peng, G4)
Contextual immersion. Although Peng was negative about learning English, he realized
the importance of contextual immersion as well. He humbly mentioned several times that his
English was not good, although his English was fluent enough to communicate. He was humble
having recognized his own ability when compared to English native speakers or his friends who
had studied abroad since middle school. He had decided to send his children to study abroad later
after having experienced the importance of ESL context in his study-abroad experience.

……

I really don’t like
English, to be frank, not at all. This is one of my weaknesses. I am envious of those who
have studied abroad since middle school, and can speak English pretty well. I have a
friend around me, who came to study abroad at seven around grade three or four for only
one year, and come back. He cannot speak complicated words, but he is very fluent and
skillful of using basic words. I plan to send my children in the future to study abroad in
middle school. (Peng, G4)
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Intended effort.
The participants in G4 did not talk in detail about their intended effort for their future
studies. This was particularly apparent for Peng and Nana, who were working in China and did
not use English frequently. Intended effort was, however, evidenced by Long and Qian as
doctoral students. They continued to read academic works in English and publish in the language
as well. Thus, Long and Qian still wanted to improve their English.
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CHAPTER FIVE
FINDINGS: GESTURE AWARENESS
This chapter presents findings for gesture awareness of Chinese learners of English in
second and foreign language development. First, an exploratory structural equation modeling
approach is used to evaluate the expected two-factor structure of gesture awareness across
groups, and measurement and structural invariance tests are conducted to examine mean
differences across groups in the quantitative phase. Second, qualitative findings of participants’
gesture awareness are presented with three themes across groups, and detailed gesture excerpts in
each group are analyzed for group-specific understanding of gesture awareness.
Phase 1: Results
The quantitative results showed the comparison between CFA and ESEM first. Model fit
statistics for the CFA and ESEM measurement are shown in Table 12. The test of the two-factor
model of gesture awareness in G1, G3, and G4 with CFA indicated unsatisfactory fit because
RMSEA exceeded the cutoff value of .08. The exploratory structural equation modeling (ESEM)
provided a notably better fit for the data with increased CFI (ΔCFI >.030), increased TLI
(ΔTLI >.047), and decreased RMSEA (ΔRMSEA<.032) across the four groups. The CFA
loading estimates (|λ| = .425-.823, M = .686) were stronger than the standardized parameter
estimates in ESEM (|λ| = .319-.957, M = .647). In the ESEM approach, most items loaded
strongly on their respective factors with non-trivial cross-loadings (|λ| = .009-.332, M = .145),
which suggested construct multidimensionality (Table 13). The factor correlations were inflated
in CFA (|r| = .726-.817, M = .769), which undermined the discriminant validity. On the contrary,
the factor correlations of ESEM were lower (|r| = .589-.695, M = .645) than those of CFA but
still suggested the moderate correlation between the two factors as consistent with the literature.
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Given the better model fit and lower factor correlations in the ESEM approach than CFA
in each group, the ESEM models were retained for further analysis. Measurement and structural
invariance across the four groups was next examined. Latent mean differences of the two-factor
model of gesture awareness across four groups were examined. First, G1 was the reference group
to compare mean differences with G2, G3, and G4. Results of the tests of measurement models
are shown in Table 14. The initial configural model revealed a well-fitting model (MGM1). The
weak measurement invariance model (MGM2) constrained all factor loadings equally across
groups and presented a negligible decrease of RMSEA (-.002) and increase of TLI (+.001) in
model fit, compared to the configural model. For the result of strong invariance (MGM 3),
changes of TLI (-.006), and RMSEA (+.009) were acceptable to continue. Next, strict factorial
invariances (MGM4) with constraints on the residual variances were tested and resulted in an
acceptable fit to the data (ΔTLI =-.006; ΔRMSEA = +.007). Additionally, the factor variancecovariance invariance model (MGM 5) was supported by the data ((ΔTLI =+.016; ΔRMSEA =
-.021). Later, the constraints of factor means to equality across groups (MGM 6) resulted in a
significant decrement in fit relative to the FVCVINV ( ΔTLI =-.064; ΔRMSEA = +.063).
When G1 was the reference group, latent mean differences showed that G1
(Mcomprehension=.0; Mproduction=.0) was lower than G2 (Mcomprehension=.553; Mproduction=.401) and G4
(Mcomprehension=.564; Mproduction=.586), but higher than G3 (Mcomprehension=-.329; Mproduction=-.394)
in terms of factors of comprehension and production. Other measurement invariance tests were
conducted to make G2 as the reference group and followed the same procedure. The results
showed that G2 (Mcomprehension=.0; Mproduction=.0) and G4 were similar (Mcomprehension=.018,
p>.05; Mproduction=.184, p>.05), and G2 was higher than G3 (Mcomprehension=-.89;
Mproduction=-.796) with regards to the two factors of gesture awareness.
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Table 12
Model Fit Statistics across Four Groups
Groups
G1
G2

G3
G4

Models
CFA

χ2
91.865***

df
26

CFI
.963

TLI
.949

RMSEA
.104

90%CI
[.081, .127]

MD χ2(∆df)

ΔCFI

ESEM

42.023***

19

.987

.976

.072

[.042, .101]

42.76(7)***

+.024

+.047

-.032

CFA

34.484

26

.991

.988

.039

[.000, .071]

ESEM

23.833

19

.995

.990

.034

[.000, .073]

10.57(7)

+.004

+.002

-.005

CFA

74.920***

26

.969

.957

.093

[.069, .118]

ESEM

42.354***

19

.985

.972

.075

[.044, .105]

31.24(7)***

+.016

+.014

-.018

CFA

62.895***

26

.954

.936

.090

[.062, .118]

ΔTLI

ΔRMSEA

ESEM
31.757*
19
.984 .970 .062
[.018, .098] 28.02(7)*** +.030 +.034
-.028
Note. G1, N =235; G2, N = 215; G3, N=219; G4, N=176; df=degrees of freedom; CFI=comparative fit index; TLI =Tucker–Lewis Index;
RMSEA= root mean square error of approximation; 90% CI = 90% confidence interval for the RMSEA; ***p<.0001; *p<.05.

Table 13
Standardized Factor Loading Estimates for the CFA and ESEM Solutions
Items

Item 1
Item 2
Item 4
Item 5
Item 7
Item 3
Item 6
Item 8
Item 9
G1
1
2

G1
CFA
ESEM
1 (λ)
2 (λ)
1 (λ)
2 (λ)
.627
0
.695
-.065
.712
0
.829
-.110
.706
0
.605
.122
.766
0
.720
.065
.787
0
.632
.174
0
.627
.328
.319
0
.790
.143
.664
0
.823
-.112
.957
0
.757
-.060
.817
Factor correlationsa
1
2
.653
.726
-

G2
CFA
1 (λ)
2 (λ)
.661
0
.728
0
.590
0
.723
0
.733
0
0
.425
0
.813
0
.562
0
.545
G2
1
2

G3

ESEM
1 (λ)
2 (λ)
.753
-.094
.619
.134
.549
.055
.824
-.101
.573
.198
-.039
.491
.298
.490
.048
.537
-.137
.746
1
.735

2
.642
-
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CFA
1 (λ) 2 (λ)
.542
0
.746
0
.738
0
.762
0
.782
0
0
.605
0
.810
0
.767
0
.666
G3

G4

ESEM
1 (λ)
2 (λ)
.575
-.025
.733
.028
.593
.171
.916
-.139
.557
.256
-.201
.852
.252
.578
.267
.519
-.044
.743
1
.817

2
.695
-

CFA
1 (λ)
2 (λ)
.530 0
.693
0
.746
0
.544
0
.757
0
0
.608
0
.659
0
.744
0
.608
G4

ESEM
1 (λ)
2 (λ)
.403
.173
.748
-.014
.468
.332
.877
-.327
.559
.249
-.009
.658
.330
.356
.057
.736
.047
.605
1
.797

2
.589
-

Note. G1, N =235; G2, N = 215; G3, N=219; G4, N=176; factor 1: production; factor 2: comprehension. CFA = confirmatory factor
analysis (each item loaded on the respective specific factor with bold and cross-loadings were constrained to zero);
ESEM = exploratory structural equation modeling (All factor loadings are standardized, and target loadings are shown in bold);
λ = standardized factor loadings; a = Values above the diagonal are the ESEM inter-factor correlations and below are the CFA
inter-factor correlations; Non-significant parameters (p ≥ .05) are italicized.
Table 14
Fit Statistics for Models of Measurement Invariances
Models

χ2

df

CFI

TLI

RMSEA

90%CI

MD χ2

(Δdf)

ΔTLI

ΔRMSEA

MGM1

131.09**

76

.989

.979

.059

[.041, .075]

MGM2

199.047*

118

.984

.980

.057

[.043, .071]

75.742*

42

+.001

-.002

MGM3

395.81*

205

.962

.974

.066

[.057, .076]

209.71***

87

-.006

+.009

MGM4

494.13***

232

.948

.968

.073

[.064, .082]

104.43***

27

-.006

+.007

MGM5

336.847***

214

.976

.984

.052

[.041, .063]

8.023

9

+.016

-.021

MGM6

837.643***

220

.878

.920

.115

[.107, .124]

176.47***

15

-.064

+.063

Note. N=845; df=degrees of freedom; Δdf=change in df; MGM=multiple group model; IN=invariance; FL=factor loadings;
U= uniquenesss; FCVC=factor variance and covariance; FM=factor means; ***p<.0001, **p<.001, *p<.05.
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Overall, the result of latent mean differences of both factors of comprehension and
production in the GAS presented that (G4=G2>G1>G3): G3 was the lowest aware of gesture in
terms of comprehension and production when compared to other groups; G1 was higher than G3;
no significant differences were found in G2 and G4, which were higher than G1.
Phase 2: Findings
This qualitative section was organized based on three emergent themes constructed from
interview data and continued with group specific analysis of participants’ gesture production and
their reflection after they saw themselves in the video. First, three themes were identified in the
interview: comprehension, production, and cross-linguistic and cross-cultural differences. The
first two themes were consistent with factors in the quantitative phase. Each theme provided
participants’ own voice in depth and were presented across groups instead of discussing each
theme group by group because gesture awareness varied individually in specific situations. Later,
gesture transcripts in group analysis were presented within the specific content and context.
Comprehension
Table 15
Theme of Comprehension
Meaning making
Complement
Gesture categories
Negative effect
Emotion
Feeling enhancement
Emphasis
Uneasiness
Investment
Guidance
Thought flow
Presentation
Proficiency
Teacher’s gesture
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Meaning making. In terms of meaning enhancement, gesture played a complementary
role in comprehension, which was well acknowledged across groups in daily life communication.
L2 learners gestured to complement the meaning while encountering difficulties recalling the
specific words to make the meaning accurate because of limited vocabulary in English. They
also used different gesture categories in specific situations to facilitate the meaning-making.
Complement. Participants across groups reported gesture as a useful channel to
complement the process of meaning-making while speaking English. They realized their limited
English proficiency level and gestured for meaning-making. This was apparent for participants in
G1 because their English level was the lowest among groups. The following were participants’
reflections across groups in the interview.

Whether the reason is
that our English is not good and we need gesture to complement. (Kai, G1)
Gesture will be used if speech cannot express.
(Ke, G1)
If you cannot recall the specific word to express, you will use
gesture. Just like people, who are disabled to speak, talk with each other. (Lei, G1)

When I have any difficulty, I may gesture somewhat. For example,
you are thinking about the word and you are not sure how to say this word [waved
curved BH with PD, like to search something, repeated this gesture four times].
thirty
Or maybe the situation that you want to
express like thirty, you will gesture like this [thumb, index, and middle fingers spread].
(Yong, G1)
It [gesture] is complementary...
Because you don’t know so many words in English, and then you use gesture... That is,
the situation is that you may not understand, and you will use gesture. (Shi, G2)
Probably,
because what can be expressed in English is limited, we need gesture to complement.
(Long, G4)
136

Additionally, Young in G1 and Shi in G2 talked about the role of gesture to facilitate
their expression in English. Mei in G3 had stayed in the United States for around ten years and
realized the vital role of gesture while communicating with native speakers. The following were
their detailed reflections in the interview:

,
[Gesture] makes the meaning expression clear. That is, gesture drives you to continue to
make the sentence complete. (Yong, G1)
It [gesture] facilitates
expression probably, to facilitate the content-expression. (Shi, G2)
I think I gesture more than others. Because English is their
[Americans] native language, I need to gesture to express more accurately. (Mei, G3)
Gesture categories. Different gesture categories functioned in specific situations to
enhance the meaning. Participants talked about the role of gesture in both Chinese and English in
the interview, and the following excerpts or quotations were based on both languages instead of a
comparison between the two. Specifically, Lei in G1 used iconic gestures to express an object
“soooo big” with open arms to mark the volume of space. Similarly, Chao in G3 also mentioned
the shape of an object. His gesture was more complicated than Lei in his description in Chinese.

Figure 2. Chao: shape.
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1.
You did not purposefully express
[finger tips of BH touch in the middle of body and move to both sides, and then move
down to form half a square; Figure 2.a-c]
2.
the shape or what
[repeat the same gesture in line 2 with smaller square]
3. (silence)
[1rest position: At last moved BH lower at breast level, and BH wrist touch together to
complete the square; Figure 2.d]
Chao drew the shape of an object with iconic gestures in the above excerpt. He started to
draw the shape before uttering the word “

shape” in line 1, drawing the top edge (Figure

2.b) and then both sides (Figure 2.c) of a parallelogram. Later, he repeated the gesture in a
smaller square, which was synchronized with his speech. He did not finish the four sides in line 1
but restarted the drawing in line 2. Additionally, even if he finished the speech in line 3, his
gesture continued to draw the bottom edge (Figure 2.d) and complete the four sides of a
parallelogram. His iconic gestures materialized his thinking process, forecasted the topic he
wanted to express, and presented a complete picture of the shape of a parallelogram.
Additionally, during the interview, Qi in G3 mentioned her use of emblems [rising up her
thumb] to praise someone to express her strong affection when she could not think of the word in
English. Bei in G2 produced deictic gestures [RH touches the digit of the spread index, middle,
and the fourth fingers on LH, respectively] to count his points (first, second, and third). He
regarded gesture as “one kind of second language that facilitated the meaning to express.”
Negative effect. In addition to the positive side of gesture on meaning-making, two
participants thought about the negative effect in Chinese and English. Ning in G3 pointed out
that gesture was not helpful to make meaning clear when she had difficulties because of her
limited English. She would rather use tools (e.g. computer or dictionary) to check the English
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word instead of gesturing. Additionally, Shi in G2 reported his advisor’s negative judgement on
his frequent gesturing during his Chinese presentation. The following was his recall of his
advisor’s negative comments:

When I was giving a presentation to my
officemates, in my doctoral period, I used lots of gestures. My teacher asked: why do you
move your hands so often? This is not only about my office presentation. During my
dissertation proposal, as well. When I was talking, I wanted to give a good talk. I used
many gestures while talking to make the meaning clear. After my presentation, my
advisor asked: why do you have so many gestures? You just need to talk about it. Why do
you point your fingers here and there? (Shi, G2)
Emotion.
Feeling enhancement. Participants also realized that gesture was an important tool to
display emotional investment in the interview. Participants across groups mentioned their
particular intensity of emotion while using gestures to enhance strong feelings, extend their
affective states, signify their excitement, and hide their uneasiness. Long in G4 said that he only
used gesture when expressing strong emotions. Kai in G1 mentioned that “
We
speak for convenience at least, and we will not use gesture if our speech can be fluent enough. If
more fluent, gesture can enhance feelings.”
Bei said that he realized his gesture use while playing games over the phone in Chinese in
his daily life. He acted out the scene by moving his hands continually and randomly even if no
one could see him. He was enacting the character in the game through gesture and extended his
feelings in this situation:
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……
I realized that sometimes while I
was playing games over the phone. My hands, even if no one was around, I will do this
[RH hold in a fist, LH move up and down randomly with open hand PD above shoulder
level] I noticed that my hands moved [move hands randomly] while I was playing the
game over the phone, when no one was looking at me. To extend the emotion. (Bei, G2)
Emphasis. Deng reported that he noticed that he was excited and spread his hands
suddenly while thinking up a specific word during TOEFL listening and speaking sessions. He
kept himself emotionally engaged in English learning, which was manifested through his
gesture. He also mentioned the use of gesture for emphasis in the interview:

high But I noticed my hand movement while
audio recording. If I cannot think of a word, I would be very anxious, and would spread
my hand a bit. I noticed that I was very high when I was working on listening and
speaking in TOEFL.
I knocked down my hands for key words
to emphasize. (Deng, G2)
Uneasiness. In addition, participants spoke of gesture use to show uneasiness or as an
alternative means of showing that they felt nervous or lacked confidence. Qi in G3 mentioned
that she gestured when she was nervous or to cover her embarrassment. Chao in G3 reflected on
one of his English teachers’ comments on gesture. The teacher in the United States told him that
one moved his hands or he did not purposefully express something while speaking in order to
cover his uneasiness or make the expression vivid.
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Figure 3. Chao: uneasiness.

1.
......
Because your hands are just like me, your hands... at this time
[move BH randomly]
2.
,
he said, maybe just in your heart
[RH curved, and move to the LH with palm open]
3.
to some degree
[close curved fingers into fist]
4.
a bit of
[curved RH again and move down twice; Figure 3.a]
5.
nervous
[fingertips squeeze together]
6.
or unconfident that kind of feeling
[Hold the same gesture and move down the LH with palm open; Figure 3.b]
7.
put your hands there
[put BH on the thigh]
8.
very embarrassed or...
[move shoulders front and back slightly]
9.
You feel that and this
[Move RH with PU randomly]
10.
then if you move like this, you may feel,
[rotate BH randomly]
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11.
feel that you can express better.
[The back of RH put on the palm of LH twice with intensity; Figure 3.c]
In the above excerpt, Chao used curved hands (image a), ring hand shape (image b), and
open hand (image c) with body intensity to signify the specific feeling while describing the
reason for gesturing in the interview. Particularly, he used the squeezed RH to represent the
emotion of nervousness. The stroke of his gesture was concordant with speech most of the time.
This match between gesture and speech struck a responsive and sympathetic chord.
Investment. Bei also reported that using gesture was a way of showing emotional
investment in the conversation. The purposeful use of gesture signified his intended effort to
transfer meaning and showed respect for the importance of conversation. The following was his
reflection of the emotional role of gesture in communication in the interview.

I will think my interlocutor
is more serious when he gestures while talking with me. Or he should be or maybe that he
has thought about this by himself, or what he is expressing to me and to him is what he
really wants to say from the heart. That is, if he does not produce any gesture, probably,
that is not so important for me and neither for him. (Bei, G2)
Guidance.
Thought flow. Gesture signified speakers’ intention and guided the interlocutors to
follow his/her thinking patterns in the process of meaning-making. Deng in G2 talked about how
he led others to follow “the path of his thinking” and “attract interlocutors’ attention” in the
process of communication. Gesture also made speakers’ effort visible to the interlocutors. Lian
in G3 mentioned that he used gesture to signal what he would say and asked for the listeners’
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patience to wait, while thinking about the exact words to express in English. The following was
Lian’s reflection in the interview:
。
……
phrasing
That is, please wait for a second and I will explain.
Don't worry... Let them know that I am really thinking, “phrasing,” this kind of feeling.
Presentation. Long pointed out the importance of presentation while gesturing as asking
for confirmation from interlocutors. Presentation gesture referred to opening palms like showing
one’s ideas to the interlocutors. Long stated that he used presentation gestures that he thought to
emphasize important words or opinions, highlighting a topic during the conversation. He was not
only showing his ideas but also checking for interlocutors’ understanding. He explicated his
presentation in the interview, saying:

Figure 4. Long: presentation gesture.

1.
For example, when I was speaking English,
[stretch right arm to the right intensely and suddenly with PU]
2.
“this is typical”
For example “this is typical”
[repeat line 2]
3. “typical what kind of ”
[hold]
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4.
that is, after I spoke out the most important thing I wanted to express
[wave palms up and down randomly without intense]
5.
I would show it
[stretch right arm to the right intensely and suddenly with PU again]
6.
tell you that you receive it.
[repeat the same gesture]
Long was reflective of the role of presentation gesture in sequence:“ I think gesture is
helpful to some degree. When I say something important, I need to give my opinion or present
key ideas.” He said he used this kind of gesture to show the salience of the topic or opinion to
concretely present it. He thought that he gestured frequently in English when having production
difficulties to increase his own confidence.
In addition to the open-handed presentation gestures, curved fingers gesture was found to
present abstract ideas. This gesture was observed while Deng was describing a past experience in
gesture tasks. He made a self-correction in the following sentence, changing the tense from
present progressive to past progressive:

Figure 5. Deng: container gesture.
One day we are working, we were working.
144

[RH open with curve fingers, PU, twice].
This metaphoric gesture functioned as a container that held his ideas within his curved
hands, which “poured” the idea out, as long as he caught the specific word to express. In the
reflection after he saw his gesture in the video, Deng said:“
I knocked down while
recalling the key words or I thought about the word and knocked my hand down while I found
out the correct word.”
Proficiency. Participants also thought about the relationship between English proficiency
and gesture use in the interview. Participants in G1 did not have many opportunities to
communicate with English native speakers, and they were aware of their English teachers’ use of
gesture. They regarded gesture use as a manifestation of advanced English proficiency level. The
“more proficient the English speakers are, the more gesture they produce” (Kai, G1). Qi in G3
was surprised that Chinese learners of English at a higher proficiency level gestured more, but
she could not reason why.
......

......
I think that is an advanced level. If your
English is at advanced level, your gesture will be more natural, or feel your level is
advanced. (Kai, G1)

I realized that many people, who can speak English well, liked to gesture while
talking in English particularly, like my high school and university English teacher. I
found this character that for these who spoke English better, their gesture was different.
(Ming, G1)
For these Chinese I encountered, their English is at advanced level. On
the contrary, they gesture more but I don't know why. (Qi, G3)
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Teacher’s gesture. Participants in G1 mainly reflected on their English teachers’ gesture
in the interview, because these teachers were the most proficient English speakers they knew,
particularly for Kai and Ke who lives in a small capital city. Kai mentioned that English teachers
used gesture to narrow the distance with students in addition to enhance emotion. Additionally,
while Chao was reflecting on his English learning experience in China, said that his English
teachers’ gestures were the only one that he regarded as natural and frequent. Qi in G3
mentioned her English teachers’ natural gestures attributing this to the fact that they had studied
abroad for seven years:

[Teachers’] English is fluent. Gesture can make feelings rich, close
the relationship with students. (Kai, G1)
I only
see one kind of person in China, English teachers. My English teachers in the middle and
primary school. While they are on the platform, they will do this [move hands randomly].
Their gesture was natural and they also like to gesture. (Chao, G3)

……My ETLS teachers, while I was preparing to study abroad in
China, two of them were females. When we were talking, I had a deep impression that
they taught me oral English. When we were talking, their gesture was apparently natural.
They have stayed in the U.K. for seven years, a long time. So I don't think their gesture is
funny, and I think that is really [authentic]... (Qi, G3)
Production
Gesture production included mimicry, imitation, and regulation in this section.
Participants were asked to reflect on whether they copied or imitated others’ gestures in
communication, particularly in English in the interview. It is necessary to distinguish between
mimicry and imitation. Imitation is a meaningful and purposeful action, whereas mimicry is not
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intentional. For example, we could sing a song even without knowing the meaning as a funny
mimicry. Additionally, the theme of regulation refers to participants’ attempts to control their
speech and gesture in communication.

Table 16
Theme of Production
Mimicry
Mimicry of teachers
Peer contagion
Spontaneous copying
Imitation
Failed trial
Exaggerated assumptions
Cultural exposure
Regulation
Beats
Searching for information
Memory

Mimicry. Participants across the four groups all thought whether they copied English
native speakers’ gesture or not. Mei and Miao in G3 and participants in G4 mentioned in the
interview that they did not imitate or copy English native speakers’ gesture because they did not
realize the necessity of copying gesture. Additionally, Miao added that:
I have not tried to imitate English
native speakers’ gesture. Probably I did not speak English that often and only spoke
during class unless I had to. (Miao, G3)
Yong in G1 was the only one who talked about his intention to mimic English native
speakers. He believed that there was a need for mimicry and tried to copy gestures:
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For example, I may look at his
gesture not in particular. Just if he raises his hand, I know he raises his hand at that time.
I will raise my hand as well, but I do not notice that how his hands moved specifically,
not that specific. (Yong, G1)
Mimicry of teachers. Participants, particularly in G1, mentioned the influence of their
English teachers and their intention of copying others’ gesture in the interview. Participants in
G1 mainly copied their English teachers’ gestures for fun, because English teachers were the
only population whose English was fluent and gestured while speaking. Below are statements
from participants in G1 on such matters.

If it is very interesting, or classic, I may copy. If that is
general, no need. (Ke, G1)
I imitate teacher’s gesture sometimes just to make fun while talking
with classmates. (Lei, G1)
Peer contagion. Bei and Wang were living in the same dorm, and they often produced
the same gesture [wave hand horizontally with spread fingers, PD] (Figure 6). This gesture use
became widely spread in their dorm and was used when starting to tell a story. Both participants
reflected on this peer contagion in the interview:
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Figure 6. Wang and Bei: peer contagion.

I think this
gesture at this time in particular, people in the dorm will all do this, because we all like
this. This may start from one person. Then when we talk in the dorm and try to talk
slowly, or talk slowly with others about a story or other things, we will start to form the
rhythm. Yes, this may be learned implicitly based on observation, and we start to use it
while talking. We acquired this collectively. (Bei & Wang, G2)
Pragmatics. In addition to expressing specific meanings with gesture, participants also
mentioned their spontaneous use of gesture for pragmatics in the interview. Participants across
groups did not discuss pragmatic gestures specifically, except Chao and Qi in G3. Chao’s
comment on using gesture to cover uneasiness or a lack confidence was mentioned earlier (see
Figure 3). Qi was more aware of her gesture in English communication and reported that she
tried to imitate local people’s gesture to make it natural or native during the conversation:
native

To make myself more native.
Actually sometimes, I will imitate how the local speak and how they gesture or any kinds
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of movement while speaking subconsciously. Therefore, sometimes I know what I am
saying and I am not nervous at all, but I still tell myself to move a little bit to make it
more [natural]. So, this makes me like to gesture. (Qi, G3)
Spontaneous copying. Chao in G3 mentioned that he used gestures spontaneously while
talking in English, but he pointed out that he did not produce gesture on purpose or try to imitate
anyone. Moreover, Lian in G3 talked about the emblematic “quotation” gesture [index and
middle finger curved to represent comma] (Figure 7). At first, he thought this gesture was
commonly used in China as well. When asked where he started to imitate this gesture, he
realized it might have been learned with English native speakers, that this was not, in fact, a
Chinese gesture:

Figure 7. Lian: quotation.

Pick
pick
I think this gesture should be learned after college. This should not be
learned from Chinese. I think this probably is learned from some Americans. Actually, I
have not realized or even think about this in-depth. This is similar to language. You pick
it here and there sometimes. This gesture is quotation.
quoted
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,
This must be
learned from somewhere. If you asked from where, I think probably I learned it while
communicating with them [foreigners]. For example, this is called quoted. Definitely this
is not from movie or TV, or communication with them. They are like Americans or
French, these several I know abroad. this does not exist in China since the beginning. I
think this should be probably learned from somewhere since university. then this should
not be learned from Chinese. I think this should be learned from a certain American. But
actually there is no big difference, and everyone just use it. I don't know whether this has
existed since ancient time in China or transferred from the United States or the influence
of the west. But, this, but this may be common in English communication. (Lian, G3)
Imitation
Failed trial. Gesture imitation was a purposeful action some participants tried in the
process of learning. Qi in G3 shared one instance in the interview when she tried to imitate
English native speakers’ gestures, that influenced her gesture imitation in future:

no

easy OK

They are all local
and I am the only one who come from an outsider culture. When I have stayed there
longer, sometimes I think I can shrug my shoulder or throw up my hands or something
else. But why do I feel I am very silly? Because I can feel a little bit of embarrassed.
Additionally, my sister in the homestay family, we are at the same age and familiar with
each other. I remembered that the first time I did this, that is I shrugged my shoulder like
them, to express "no, easy, OK.” I tried to imitate their gesture intentionally. I want to
express that and shrugged my shoulder that day and imitate her mother’s tone in our
daily life. But she thought it was very funny and started to laugh.

Canadian style
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wired
take you as you are
She said that you don't
have to imitate like that. Then I asked whether I was funny just now. She said, no, just
because, I think, she may mediate a dispute. She said: you are often like this [Chinese],
and Chinese we get in touch are like this. If you suddenly do this or suddenly are like
Canadian style, we would feel wired. Then even if she did not talk about this, but it is
totally unnecessary, because just “take you are as you are,” this kind of feeling. (Qi, G3)
Exaggerated assumptions. With regard to gesture use, Qi said in the interview that her
friends in China asked whether she gestured like English native speakers at a higher frequency
than Chinese. She talked about the differences of gestural understanding between her friends in
China and herself while studying abroad, suggesting that Chinese learners of English studying in
China had exaggerated gesture frequency after watching American movies. She also emphasized
the importance of understanding the meaning of the gesture in depth before imitating it:

?

My friends asked me that whether I gesture a lot since he saw these in American
movies. They also asked me whether I would imitate while speaking English. I would if
the things with my sister in my home-stay family did not happen. I think my friends in
China use these kinds of media to know English, which is not real what we used in our
daily life [while studying abroad]. Therefore, their understanding of the significance of
gesture was exaggerated. The habit of English native speakers, I think I need to learn
these gestures to understand the meaning of these gestures. Then my English might be
better. I think they may think these are useful for English learning. (Qi, G3)
Cultural exposure. Cultural exposure proved an important factor for gestural imitation.
Wang in G2 had only stayed in the United States for three months and reported that he “
did not purposefully imitate but may have already
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learned that gesture subconsciously.” Wang was thoughtful concerning his imitation of gesture
and mentioned the importance of exposure in the target culture in the interview:

V
。
。
For example if
you just came to a language environment, like an English environment, studying abroad
in the United States or Australia this kind of country, when you communicate with them.
My oral English is so-so. I need to communicate normally with the local. I learn in the
process of communicating with them. I think gesture may be helpful in this situation. For
example, we are talking together, or watching ball games or whatever, they will have
Victory gesture, and talk some slang related to gesture. I feel this may be helpful at this
level. If you want to know this gesture, you see it, and then you hear what they are
talking, you may think about this communication system, think how gesture and the
expression operate. This may be helpful from this aspect. (Wang, G2)
Regulation. In addition to the use of gesture for interlocutors’ understanding, participants
also reported that they gestured for self-regulation in the interview.
Beats. Participants mentioned the importance of beats in the interview. Bei often used
beats, a term none of the participants knew while speaking whether in Chinese or English. At
first, he thought it was spontaneous, but later he said that he used beats to make his pace of
gesture production. Lian also mentioned that he used beats for prosody, that it was difficult to
present his ideas step by step in English. Bei and Lian both talked about this for self-control:
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Figure 8. Bei: beats.

……
When I think up the
word, I will do this gesture [Figure 8]. This is like... To control myself subconsciously.
My mind is re-adapted, so does my gesture. (Bei, G2)

When you have difficulty [of expressing], you
gesture for your own rhythm. Or make others to wait for you to speak out your ideas to
show my idea is here. I don’t know the deep reasoning, but what I did just now that kind
of gesture, should be for my own rhythm. (Lian, G3)
Searching for information. Gesture was helpful for organizing and expressing ideas.
Participants also mentioned that they gestured more frequently when having difficulties
expressing ideas in the interview. Gestures manifested their struggle of thinking and their effort
of trying. This was evident from Deng in higher frequency of gesture and Lian’s squeezing
gestures while thinking of the word:

。
I think for now, the most important aspect is to help me to express. I am
not sure whether others’ understanding will differ if I gesture or not. But for myself, an
expresser, gesture helps organize my thought. (Deng, G2)
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I don't know how to speak, and I will start to gesture. I
will gesture suddenly by spreading my hands out when I think up, no matter I am working
on TOEFL or speaking with others. I often do this. I gesture a lot in English to express
this word. (Deng, G2)

My gesture was spontaneous. This happened when I cannot
think up the appropriate words, or how to organize this sentence and speak out in
English. My hands often moved like this when I was anxious [searching]. (Deng, G2)
[Gesture]
seems to make me express clearly. You are really trying to think up that word, and really
want to try hard. Then you will squeeze your hand. (Lian, G3)
Memory. Additionally, participants said that gesture helped them memorize English. Bei
stated how he recited English vocabulary with gesture and how he used gesture to recall a word
in the interview:

HOME
H O M E (move RH open hand oblique while uttering each letter)
home
When I try to recite vocabularies, for example, if I
tried to remember a long word, which is difficult to remember, my hands would move like
this subconsciously to divide. For example, if I say “home,” but I cannot remember it, I
will gesture. After two days, when my mum asked how to spell the word “home,” if I
cannot recall, my hands would to help me recall. My hands move like this if I try to
remember a long and difficult word. (Bei, G2)

Cross-linguistic and Cross-cultural Differences
Differences included cross-linguistic and cross-cultural variations. Participants across
groups compared their gesture use while speaking in Chinese and English and talked about
cultural differences with respect to gesture use in communication. Furthermore, they provided
explanations of those differences based on their learning experience.
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Table 17
Theme of Cross-linguistic and Cross-cultural Differences
Frequency
Space
Typical gestures
Counting
Emblems
Exaggeration
Feeling awkward
Explanations
Family education
Age differences
Personality

Frequency. Most participants across groups thought that they gestured more frequently
while speaking English than Chinese in the interview. First, they reported that speaking Chinese
was easier than English, “We can express our ideas clearly in Chinese and use fewer gesture
(Ke, G1) and we do not need to search for the word while speaking Chinese.” (Lei, G1). In
addition, participants expressed their difficulty speaking English fluently and which caused them
to focus on the wording instead of gesture. Pragmatically, participants in G3 reflected on their
impressions providing explanations for why they thought they used more gestures in English:

[I
am] more nervous while speaking English and gesture more. I did not pay attention. But
foreigners may be or definitely more relaxed, and Chinese are more nervous. What if I
listened but could not understand? (Miao, G3)
I think I gesture
more while speaking English. I cannot control myself to move or gesture while speaking
English. With regard to others, I think my friends all gesture a lot. (Qi, G3)
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I feel that
these who speak English well will make the impression more fluent. (Ning, G3)
Some people [English native speakers] talk like
this [BH down parallel PF]
,
[For Chinese
speakers] just like me, no movement. (Qian, G4)

I found foreigners had many body movement while talking,
whether shoulders, arms or hands. However, in China, I think many Chinese do not shrug
their shoulders or move hands often unless they need to move in particular. (Qi, G3)
Space. In addition to gestural frequency, participants also reflected on gesture space in
the interview. They pointed out that Americans use a broader radius of movement than Chinese
and that Chinese do not move or gesture as much as Americans. They reported that, in addition
to hands, English native speakers use their arms and whole body during communication. Also,
Bei thought that “Americans gesture in a larger space than Chinese” with a broader radius
(breadth larger than the body size {Figure 9.a}and height above the head {Figure 9.b}):

Figure 9. Bei: space differences.

1.
That is possible
[open BH apart from the middle of the body to both sides, PF; Figure 9. a]
2.
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his (American’s) action may be more
[repeat line 1]
3.
be more
[raise BH near head, open hands, PF; BH move outward slightly to the right; Figure 9.b]
4.
like this
[RH move down to the breast level, PD; LH raise up above the head and stretch outward,
open hand, BH move slightly to the left]
5.
Then we (Chinese) may only
[rotate BH near the breast level; Figure 9.c]
6.
limit to this
[forearms are curved, BH around the shoulder level in a narrower space, PF; Figure 9.d]
7.
Area.
[Repeat line 5]

Typical gestures
Counting. Participants also thought of typical gestures in Chinese and American culture.
They provided fewer typical Chinese gesture and talked more about American emblems that they
recalled in the interview. Counting numbers was one of the major differences they had noticed.
The way of counting 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 was different for awareness because Chinese people use
emblems with one hand to signify those numbers instead of counting on two hands as done in
American culture. Mei talked about a misunderstanding that took place while she was using the
Chinese forms of counting:

When you
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gesture for specific purpose. For example, numbers, like we often use this gesture, liking
making a call to show 6’clock. I remember that the first time I talked to an American and
used this gesture, he did not react. Then I realized suddenly that this is a Chinese gesture
to show 6, and Americans don’t. They use one hand and another finger. Yes, this left a
deep impression. (Mei, G3)
Emblems. Participants mainly thought about typical American emblems that they knew
and provided different examples, including: Oh, my god! [raise both hands up with PU apart
from the body] (Rui, G1);
G1);

shrug shoulders [open BH PU spread fingers] (Ming & Yong,

bump fists (Nana, G4);

the quotation gesture (Lian, G3); fingers

crossed (Qian, G4); and so so (PD wave a little bit).
Participants also discussed emblems in depth in the interview, suggesting that Chinese
use gesture to manifest individual willingness but Americans have established collective forms
of emblematic gesture. The following are Bei’s explanations of this matter:

But I think they have more established gestures.
For Chinese, we do not have any particular gesture to make, but they may have these.
This is related to culture instead of individuals. The cultural background should have the
influence. I think foreigners gesture more, but Chinese also have gesture. I think Chinese
gesture is like human’s instinct. Foreigners, when they want to say something, and
coincidently, they have this kind of gesture in their culture. They will make that gesture
directly. However, when we may want to express this meaning, gesture is likely to be only
a self-expression willingness in the body. But this is not a collective concept, and is not
that uniform. Therefore, it looks like we gesture fewer. But foreigners they realized this
uniform, and they gesture more. (Bei, G2)
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Exaggeration. Participants talked about their understanding of gestural differences and
focused on cultural differences for the use of gesture with emotions in the interview. Generally
speaking, participants said that English native speakers gesture or exaggeratedly with emotion,
whereas, Chinese are restrained. This understanding of exaggeration was apparent in G2, G3,
and G4 but not G1 who had little contact with English native speakers in their daily lives:

I think several Chinese may also have exaggerated gesture, but this is
relatively fewer, not much like foreigners, who all [gesture exaggeratedly]. (Bei, G2)
I think Americans are exaggerated with rich emotional
expression. Chinese are too calm to have any emotion on face (Deng, G2)
Fewer facial expression for Chinese. (Shi, G2)

Chinese, in my impression,
including these who have been here for longer time, they do not have facial expression.
Really, they are not good at using facial expression. American are different. That kind of,
wow, very rich. Yeah, so rich. (Chao, G3)
To be specific, participants mentioned that English native speakers looked friendly,
which they attributed to rich emotional expression. Qian in G4 mentioned how shocked she was
while hearing an English native speaker’s exaggerated voice. Peng in G4 also pointed out that
English native speakers liked to smile to make the atmosphere harmonious:

I like your scarf.
I don’t think Chinese open their mouth openly
while talking. Just like Ummu, then done. But Americans they open their mouth widely. I
remembered that when I was in the elevator, I wore a scarf, which was red and
outstanding. One black lady came and said: wow, I like your scarf. This “wow”
surprised me and her facial expression was really exaggerated. They often have this kind
emotion when they are surprised or happy. (Qian, G4)
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Foreigners like to smile, but Chinese are relatively serious. When
they were smiling, you want to smile as well spontaneously. The atmosphere is
harmonious. (Peng, G4)
Feeling awkward. Chao compared his experiences of being in China and the United
States in the interview. He talked about how to gesture naturally in daily life in the United States,
and how dry it was to give a speech in Chinese. He found that in China no matter Chinese or
English speech, teachers often required students to gesture vividly and interestingly. Below is an
example he provided:

Figure 10. Chao: feeling awkward.

I feel it is really dry to read the draft
[BH together, with PU, curve fingers, head look down at the hands],
or very dry while reciting
[stand still with BH on sides straight, head look up],
and then I will move my hands suddenly
[stretch RH to the right above head].
For example, when I was talking “peace”
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[repeat the same gesture: RH raise up straight; Figure 10],
it is really embarrassing to retract quickly
[move RH move down quickly].
Chao gestured with straight hand and stiff body to illustrate how awkward it was to
gesture in China. On the contrary, he regarded English native speakers’ gesture as a natural habit
in communication.

I don’t think English native speakers have particular gesture, not specific, just a habit
while speaking. They gesture in larger space, and small ones, but not to express
purposefully. This is not to express anything. (Chao, G3)
The conscious awareness of gestural differences made Chao gesture differently while
talking with Chinese and English native speakers in daily life. He said that he tried to avoid
facial expression while speaking Chinese but showed natural emotion while speaking English:

When I am talking with Chinese, I try to avoid to use
facial expression as much as I can, to control myself. While with Americans, I am more
naturally use. These are totally two different states while speaking English with Chinese
or Americans. It is embarrassed to speak English with Chinese. When I am talking with
Americans, however, I found my speaking speed is quick like Americans. (Chao, G3)

Explanations.
Contextual immersion. Chao denied the possibility of gesturing for his Chinese friends
while they were speaking English. He thought he gestured a lot while staying in the United
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States and attributed this to his length of stay in the cultural exposure. He said that Chinese
learners of English in the EFL context did not gesture much because they did not take English
learning seriously, only for exams, whereas, he learned English and gestured for living in the
ESL context.
Family education. Chinese parents required few hands or feet movement while talking
because those movements were regarded as impolite in Chinese culture. Participants were told to
be disciplined in their childhood. Qi and Mei in G3 talked about this in the following:

……
I gesture less while talking in Chinese, since there is like
family education in my family, that you should not move hands or feet while talking. I was
often criticized because of this when I was young... No gesture while speaking. (Qi, G3)
Yes, my parents told me to avoid make threatening gestures since I was young. They
often say that the way you stand should be natural. (Mei, G3)
Age differences. The older one is, the humbler or more constrained one should be in
Chinese culture. This was part of the reason Wang mentioned in the interview that the older
generation gestured less than the younger ones. Wang talked about generation differences in
terms of cross-cultural variations while staying in the United States for three months.

。
。
If within the
same cultural community, I think different generations have different gestural frequency.
Because, like people in their mid-age, they need to be steadier subconsciously, and may
not express their emotion exaggeratedly. Yes, this is current China, and I mean in China.
But if we change to another cultural community, maybe in America, I think every
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generation express a lot. Probably, because I encountered grandparent during my
internship in the United States Sometimes they may encounter some unhappy things and
they may make funny emotion or exaggerated emotion to make defuse these themselves or
try to avoid our embarrassment. They will do this themselves. I think, probably, younger
generation may have higher frequency. (Wang, G2)
Personality. Furthermore, participants also attributed gestural differences to personality
in the interview. They thought that the more open one is, the more frequently one may gesture.
Lian in G3 was not aware of his gesture and did not know whether he gestured frequently or not
before watched his videos. Lian compared his gesture use to his friends’ and pointed out the
influence of personality, and Mei thought about her personality as well:
This may be related to personality. This
is part of the personality. (Lian, G3)
……
I feel I gesture
with large space or open my arms, but my characteristics is performative, so it may be
exaggerated... Sometimes, this is related to personality. Someone may gesture more. But I
do not pay attention usually. But as you ask, I realize that these whose personality is open
may gesture in larger space. (Mei, G3)
Group-Specific Analysis
This section talks about group specific analysis of speech and gesture based on the data in
gesture tasks and participants’ situated reflection after seeing their gesture in the video. To
demonstrate, several examples have been selected to provide individual differences on gesture
awareness and also triangulate with themes mentioned above. Many examples were brief, lasting
no more than 30 seconds, and were analyzed frame-by-frame with screenshots when the
movement took place. The choice of these excerpts in each group was based on their gesture
production in the gesture tasks in which they spoke in English and Chinese and their detailed
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reflection on certain gestures in the video. These excepts were analyzed including not only
gesture but also participants’ whole body movement, head movement, and facial emotion. The
dyads of speech and gesture were observed in a microgenetic analysis.
Group 1.
Gesturing for struggle: Ke and Kai. Ke and Kai were not consciously aware of their
gesture use in English learning, and their gesture signified their struggle while describing an
experience of watching a movie in English in the gesture tasks. They paused and thought for
several seconds to think of the correct words in the process of the description. Ke was the
dominant character in this excerpt and asked for help from his partner Kai and me, as a
researcher. He spent more than 28 seconds to speak out 15 words in total, including cases of
seeking help and clarification. The gesture stroke was not bolded in this example because of
phrase by phrase analysis. They were standing outside while talking in the following excerpt.

Figure 11. Ke and Kai’s event.

1. Ke: we go to...
[BH fingers interlace, look at his partner while speaking, laughing]
2. go to
[fingers interlace, PU, look at the research]
3. En
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normal
4. Kai:
normal university
[both laugh and look at the researcher to ask for help]
5. Researcher
(that should be) Hebei normal university, normal university
6. Ke: Hebei normal?
[body lean to the right and look at his partner, BH interlace, raise up the tone]
7. Kai: normal university
[look at Ke, BH hold into fists, murmur the words in an extremely low voice]
8. Ke: normal ...versity
[fingers interlace]
10. Kai: by bike
[hold, speak in a low voice]
11. Researcher:
(normal)
12. Ke:
versity
[hold]
13. Kai: university
14. Ke: university
15. Kai:
(university)
16. Ke: oh
[nod]
17. huh
[move RH to the right, hand into fist, rub index finger and thumb slightly; Figure 11]
18. by bike
[laughing]
19. Researcher: yes.
20. Ke: en huh, in in order to... humm...
[BH interlace, raise head up and look up]
21.
[look at his partner, BH hold]
22.
movie
[look at the researcher, BH hold]
23. Researcher: watch a movie
24. Ke: oh, watch a movie
[look at his partner]
25. Watch movie ?
[look at the researcher]
In this example, Ke did not catch the meaning of “

normal” and could not figure out

the pronunciation of “university” until Kai clarified. He also asked for help while searching for
the phrase “watching a movie” and repeated the phrase again for memorization. Ke’s struggle
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was apparent from his gesture in line 17 (Figure 11). He squeezed and interlaced his fingers
during the whole process to signify the precise grip of the word he wanted to express.
In the reflection after watching their gesture in the video, they said that they did not pay
attention to gesture in their English learning. Kai, who was a facilitator in this clip, said that
gesture was helpful “

for emphasis. I just think it out.” When Ke looked

at his gesture in line 17, he thought his gesture helped the process of thinking

Gesture is helpful for thinking, because I feel that I can speak out while I spread my
hands out during the process.”
.
Sometimes some gestures can close the relationship.
Overall, their gesture was limited and not specific for their wording, mainly signaling
their struggles. They regarded gesture use as a higher level of English proficiency and said they
would try to use gesture consciously in the future.
Contradictions of gesture awareness: Rui. Rui was talking in Chinese and English on a
similar topic. She thought she gestured more frequently in English than in Chinese after
watching her gestures in the video. Explicate analysis of her gesture in the following excerpt,
however, contradicted her assumed gesture awareness. She talked in Chinese first and transferred
into English to continue to describe her volunteer experience. She put her hands on the chair
arms and her gestural space was limited within the breadth of the chair whether in Chinese or
English. She held a tissue in her right hand all the time in this excerpt.
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Figure 12. Rui’s event.

1.
We walked the whole day.
[raise up LH index and middle fingers]
2.
walking
[the RH index finger stretched and other fingers hold into a fist, index finger zigzag]
3.
that is, walking through
[twist the wrist and move RH to the right and then forward, palm facing left]
4.
the deep mountain trail
[repeat line 3]
5.
almost nobody
[move RH slightly and horizontally, PD]
6.
tourists went
[LH down slightly]
7.
they only went
[repeat line 6]
8.
to
[hand repeat line 7; eyes glimpse to the right to start searching for the right word early;
smiling]
9.
the most
[LH move slightly and randomly to search for the correct word; smiling]
10. ……
... that is
168

[LH move down twice, PD]
11.
the front edge of the mountains
[RH spiral up twice, PD; Figure 12.a]
12.
they would not go in depth
[curve left forearm down; Figure 12.b]
13. we walk a day
[move RH index finger up around the shoulder level and down to the waist level]
14. to go and out
[repeat line 13 with more muscular tension; Figure 12.c]
15. from. hmm.
[move LH with index finger stretched down slightly, LH rest on the chair arm]
16. morning
[hold, eyes move up and glimpse to the right again]
17. night
[LH move down, RH index finger move up and down; smiling]
18. to
[RH repeat line 17 and move up to the right slightly; smiling]
19. xia
afternoon
[move LH up slightly]
20. afternoon
[move BH down with PD twice, raise her voice]
21. six
[LH thumb and little finger spread, other fingers curved; raise her voice, head up;
smiling; Figure 12.d]
22. pm
[open LH PD move down twice; raise her voice, head up; smiling]
Contradictory assumptions. Rui’s gesture presented the dynamics of their walking
process. The meaning of lines 1 and 2 in Chinese and lines 13 and 14 in English was the same in
speech but her gesture was different. The iconic gesture in line 2 represented how they were
walking on the mountain. Instead of moving her index finger straightly, her finger spiraled up,
representing the switchback and indexing the difficulty of walking on a deep mountain trail. The
gesture was global and synthetic, providing additional information about the features of the road.
She used another iconic gesture with twisted wrist in lines 3 and 4 to describe how curved the
road was and show the process of going to the furthest mountain trail. She talked about how they
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walked in and out in line 14 in English with similar catchment in line 13 in addition to muscular
tension. As her speech and gesture were synchronized in both languages, her gesture carried
more information in Chinese than English from the gesture transcripts.
In the reflection after watching her gesture in the video, however, she thought she
gestured more in English than in Chinese, contradictory to the above analysis. She said that “the
expression was natural in Chinese without searching for the vocabulary.” While speaking
English, she said she “knew the meaning but could not find the correspond words and grammar
to express.” In addition, she reported her gesture for excitement when she thought of a certain
word as if she grabbed it by the hand in English. Rui showed her intentional effort of searching
for the specific English word and the enjoyment of catching it.

Figure 13. Rui: emphasis.

1.
I use gesture less in Chinese because it is natural
[open BH from fists into spread fingers, wave BH down]
2. [
]
and [use more in English], because I want to
[hold]
3.
Wow,
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[BH into fists and spread index fingers only, RH move down, LH move towards body,
smiling; Figure 13.a]
4.
I found the word.
[spread index finger on RH down, smiling; Figure 13.b]
Depth of content information. Detailed observation of this clips showed different depth of
content information varying between Chinese and English descriptions as well as gesture
production. In addition to talking about the whole day, her Chinese description included how
remote the village was and that no tourists would visit. The English description mainly focused
on the time, and she did not provide details of the road and the mountain trails in both speech and
gesture. It was apparent that she simplified her speech as well as her gesture in the English
description. In her Chinese description, she spiraled her RH up twice in line 11 to refer to the
front edge of the mountains and lowered LH down in line 12 to show the depth. She moved her
hand vertically up instead of horizontally forward in line 11, making contrast between the front
edge of the mountains and depth. Additionally, her gesture in line 11 was different from line 12
in terms of the direction (up and down) and hands (right and left), signaling two salient contrasts
by gesture, concordant with the meaning in speech.
Different gesture space: Yong. Yong gestured in a larger space in Chinese than in
English. First, he recalled his past experience in primary school in English. His English is
intermediate to describe the experience, but he was nervous in the gesture tasks. His gesture was
even unnoticeable given limited moving space in the following excerpt. Yong put his arms on his
thigh and moved fingers slightly in his expression. His gesture was limited in a small space
(Figure 14. Image a and image b). The largest space in this English excerpt could be seen in in
Figure 14.b. He was shy and serious in the whole process and his eyes were like deer staring at
the headlight.
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Figure 14. Yong’s event.

1. The teacher say we shou we must
[twist RH wrist up with curved fingers, PU, move fingers front and back slightly; Figure
14.b]
2. let’s
[twist RH waist down with curved fingers, PD, move index fingers slightly]
3. my parents
[twist both wrist up a bit, move RH down slightly]
4. writes name
[move RH with index finger front and back slightly twice]
5. with near the
[twist both wrist, curved fingers, PU]
6. the grade
[move LH to the left with curved fingers, PU]
7. But I hmm, I’m very depressed and nervous. I don’t I don’t want them to see my grade.
[hold; Figure 14.a]
8. So I copy
[raise RH and spiral up with curved fingers slightly, PD]
9. my father’s name
[wave RH slightly twice, PD]
10. on on on it
[open BH with curved hands, PU]
Moreover, Yong in G1 produced metaphorical gestures in Chinese to visualize his skiing
experience with larger gesture space. He showed the peak of the mountain (Figure 15) with palm
down and indicated the starting point of skiing. It was worthy of mentioning that he not only
showed how difficult the trail was while skiing down in line 2 but also the ending posture to slow
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down horizontally in line 3. His gesture presented a vivid picture of the whole process of skiing
and provided details that were unobservable in speech.

Figure 15. Yong: skinning.

1.
...
that snow is from the mou... the mountaintop,
[raise up RH above shoulder level, near the ear, spread fingers, oblique PD, LH on the
thigh, Figure 15.a]
2.
then directly
[move RH down at the waist level vertically, open hand oblique, Figure 15.b]
3.
down
[move RH towards the body horizontally, PD, Figure 15.c]
As he reflected on why he made those gestures in this situation, he mentioned that “
that is to construct the feeling that the picture is
clearer.” In addition, Yong admitted that he gestured more frequently in Chinese than in English
and provided the reason why he chose the language for different topics:

。
173

I gestured a lot
while speaking Chinese. Then I was thinking how to find the word while speaking English
and gestured less. When I was speaking English, I focused on thinking. It would be more
difficulty to express in Chinese first and then in English. I felt more relaxed if speak
English first and Chinese later, because the problem was solved after finishing English. It
would be more relaxing. It was OK to describe a story in English, but would be difficult
to describe a scenery in English. (Yong, G1)
Group 1 summary. All participants in G1 tried to make their meaning logical and clear as
much as they could in the English description. They focused on their wording in speech, which
hindered their gesture production. Even if Rui was gesturing frequently in English, the content
information manifested through gesture was less in English than in Chinese. Their gesture
awareness was mainly for mean-making in terms of semantics, and they gestured in a small
gesture box while speaking in English. Additionally, the focus on semantics and excitement of
the correct English speech led Rui’s misassumption of frequent gestures in English, lacking
conscious gesture awareness of cross-linguistic differences, let alone the understanding of crosscultural variations on gesture.

Group 2.
Sense-making: Deng and Wang. Deng and Wang were conscious of their gesture in the
process of sense-making and realized the importance of pragmatics in communication. They
wore fleeces with popular American brands for their age. This was a common phenomenon for
their generation and showed their interest in western culture. In the following excerpt, Deng
mentioned that he saw Wang’s name from their common friend’s phone and regarded Wang as a
beautiful girl from the pronunciation. Lines 1 and 2 were Deng’s description in the gesture tasks.
Later, after watching his clip, he repeated the same gesture in lines 4-7 while reflecting on the
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reason for gesturing in lines 8 and 9. Similarly, Wang copied Deng’s gesture to explain the
reason in line 10.

Figure 16. Deng and Wang’s event.

Deng: 1. I saw the name
[move RH index finger to the left and then move down; Figure 16.a]
2. on the phone
[index finger move from left to right and move down, and move from left to right
again at a lower level, to finish the shape of a circle or square; Figure 16 image a,
image b, and image c]
Deng’s reflection after watching the above gesture:
Deng: 3.
[RH index finger stretch out, other fingers curve]
4.
[repeat line 2]
Deng: 5. see the
[index finger move from left to right horizontally to start the top line of a square]
Deng: 6. see the name
[repeat line 1]
Deng: 7. on the phone
[repeat line 2]
Deng:8.
I have this image in my head mind
[move RH around his ear with curved fingers, body forward, head move down in
a thinking posture; Figure 16.f]
Deng:9.
...
then...
[repeat line 2]
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Wang: 10.
hand will draw that
[RH index finger move from left (top line) to right and move down (right side),
and move from right to left again at a lower level (bottom line) to finish the shape
of a circle or square; Figure 16.e]
Deng: 11.
Yes, right.
[RH index finger move down first (left side of a square), then move from left to
right (top line) and move down (right side), and move from left to right again at a
lower level (bottom line) to finish the shape of a square]
In this excerpt, one kind of catchment was identified. Deng did a similar gesture to
describe finding Wang’s name on a phone. Detailed frame-by-frame analysis of his gesture
showed that he paid attention to the details in his English expression and his gesture was
dynamic to formulate the shape of the phone although he only formed three sides of the shape
(Figure 16 image b, image c, and image d). He repeated a similar gesture to gain an explicit
awareness of the gesture, while searching for words to explain his use of that gesture. Then
Wang interrupted to help him finish the sentence in Chinese and repeated the catchment as well,
which was slightly different from Deng, who moved from left to right to finish the bottom line.
Meanwhile, Deng agreed with Wang in speech and gestured the similar catchment. Despite the
slight differences of drawing the shape, they used this catchment six times to share their common
and agreed understanding of the use of gesture in this situation.
Participants’ bodies were leaned forward with muscular tension to pay attention to what
they were watching, and they were thoughtful of their gestures, which was apparent with a
thinking posture (Figure 16.f). Deng gestured frequently in the whole process. Both participants
moved their hands in a limited space with a small Chinese gesture box in the middle of their
body. They had many reflective gestures and used indexicality to refer to themselves (e.g. they
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transmitted their thought with gesture in line 8) as intrapersonal tools for communication, which
was common in Chinese culture but not in American culture.
Both Deng and Wang regarded gesture as a natural representation of their ideas. In the
reflection, both participants were explicitly aware of their gestures and tried to figure out a
higher degree of awareness in the reflective process, after they watched their videos. They had
not thought about the link between motivation and gesture previously and regarded gesture as
helpful for pragmatics. Deng admitted that he “
gestured more in English because of difficulty in expressing, subconsciously.” Additionally,
Deng, Wang, and Bei, who was not present in this clip, talked about their gesture awareness:

Help me to express
and help others to follow my thinking. I am a talkative person in my daily life, whether
personal talk or public speech, I often use gestures.” (Deng, G2)

First, it may be my habit. Second, I use my hands to attract others’ attention to
what I am talking, and my hands can help them to follow my thinking path to facilitate
expressing.” (Wang, G2)
gesture is one kind of my
second language to help me express the meaning. (Bei, G2)
Conscious awareness of negative attitudes: Shi. Shi did not realize that he gestured
frequently while speaking in English, although he noticed his high-frequent gesture in Chinese.
He talked about his past experience of meeting a poet in Australia where he went for a
conference. This was his first time being video recorded in a formal research. He sweated after
finishing his English description as he was paying attention to using past tense in his expression.
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Figure 17. Shi’s event.

1. And there I met a old man
[LH with spread fingers move up gradually from the thigh to the breast level, palm face
the body, four times]
2. old woman
[move LH down to the thigh]
3. he sit at the
[spiral up LH to the breast level, PD]
4. up a
[move RH up slightly]
5. s stone
[move LH down twice, PD, with more tension the second time]
6. near the oversea
[LH move horizontally from right to left and then back to the right]
7. I hum
[raise LH up, palm face the body]
8. I ask I asked her
[BH interlace on the thigh, smiling]
9. what are you doing?
[hold]
10. she said
[hands hold, raise head up]
11. I’m looking my idea
[LH at the breast level PU, move LH down slightly twice]
12. he sa..., she said
[LH raise up and rotate the wrist to the front, fingers are curved as if holding a bottle in
the hand; Figure 17]
13. she is a hmm...
[rotate LH to the front again]
14. p poe poet
[move LH front and back slightly]
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Shi had many self-corrections in lines 5, 12, and 15 with beats. Even if his English was
not fluent and he was searching for the accurate word, the stroke of the gesture coincided with
the syllables (e.g. s stone in line 5, p poe poet in line 14). Additionally, he self confirmed his
speech with gesture and stressed the word each time he figured out the correct word. He used a
container gesture with straight holding (Figure 17) while confirming the word “said.” which
presented the content metaphorically and signified what would come in line 13.
He did not recall the word “seaside” and used the word “oversea” in line 6. It was
obvious that he paused in line 4 before he uttered “up a stone near the oversea”, which suggested
that he thought about the word earlier. To solve the problem, he rephrased the sentence and
added more details with the word “up” to show that she was sitting on the top of a stone. This
could also be seen from his gesture as he held the gesture after finishing line 4 and moved his
hand up to show the top position.
Shi did not realize that he gestured a lot until he watched his video-recordings. Moreover,
he thought that English native speakers gestured too exaggeratedly to be natural. When he saw
that he gestured frequently in the interview, he felt “strange”, saying that “
I don’t know why I gestured. I don’t think I gesture. I feel I
won’t use gesture in the future.” He was also surprised because he did not gesture actively and
consciously. He decided to gesture less in the future to avoid exaggeration and distraction. The
locus that this spontaneous gesture, however, was beyond his control. He was surprised and
angry and complained, “

oh, I gestured again! ”

He thought that his gesture while speaking Chinese and English was similar, because he
thought gesture production was related to the content instead of any specific words he wanted to
express in either languages. He also reported that Chinese used fewer facial expressions,
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regarding gesture as one way of expressing the emotion. He realized Chinese attitudes toward
gesture use and also provided a case that his advisor complained his gesture in high frequency in
Chinese (mentioned before). He was not conscious of his gesture in the process of speaking and
decided to copy his recording and look at it later.
Group 2 summary. Deng, Wang, and Bei were conscious of their gesture in the video
clips and in their daily life. They gestured for pragmatics to facilitate the process of
intersubjectivity. Shi held negative attitudes toward gesturing, because he understood Chinese
people’s understanding of gesture in the Chinese culture and had a better understanding of
American gestures than G1. Additionally, his intended effort of becoming more aware of gesture
in the future was the most salient across groups.

Group 3.
Transition: Lian. Lian went through the transitional period of adapting to the target L2
culture after having stayed in the United States for three months. His did not realize his language
improvement and his gesture in the communication process, although his friends thought he was
more adaptable to the environment with proficiency advancement. His gesture manifested both
Chinese and American features in the following excerpt. Lian initiated the cooking party with
English native students in his department. Below is his English expression of the cooking party.
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Figure 18. Lian’s event.

1. There is always kind of leader
[BH at the breast level, curved hands, BH move down slightly]
2. Mary will text other guys
[open BH from fists into spread fingers at the breast level]
3. and ask how many of people will present
[thumb and little finger spread and other fingers are curved to represent “making a phone
call” twice]
4. at the at the cooking party.
[move BH down PD, move fingers randomly]
5. And everybody will bring
[BH apart at the waist level, palm face each other, RH is higher than the LH]
6. His
[flip BH toward the right]
7. or her
[flip BH toward the left]
8. ingredients and food or seasoning.
[flip BH toward the left and then right]
9. Everybody will bring his
[flip BH toward the right with muscular tension]
10. or her material,
[flip BH toward the left]
11. and everybody cook one or two dishes and
[hold, BH in fists]
12. we will share
[move BH outward with spread fingers, PF]
13. and try different food.
[RH fold into a fist and move forward with muscular tension, LH hold; Figure 18.c]
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In terms of pragmatic gesture, Lian often put hands into fists above his waist (Figure
18.b) during preparation or post-stroke. This was different from participants Yong in G1 and Shi
in G2 who often put their hands near or below their waist. Lian’s higher level position afforded
flexibility while gesturing and resulted in a wide range of space, which was apparent from line
13 (Figure 18.c). He also had frequent movement to differentiate “him” and “her” with gesture in
lines 6-7 and 9-10 (Figure 18.a). He had muscular tension to intensify the meaning in speech.
In this excerpt, Lian often used another kind of container gesture (Figure 18.a) with both
hands facing each other, as if holding a ball in the middle. He reflected that he used this gesture
while explaining his ideas to make his points clearer. Lian talked in English fluently with
concordant gestures throughout the process. He did not recognize any gestural differences while
speaking in Chinese or English after watching his gesture in this video clip. He mentioned that
he gestured often because of his active characteristics. Additionally, he thought his gesture
would leave a better impression than no gesturing, making himself feel easy. He did not think
gesture was important for English learning but regarded it as useful for communication.

。
No gestural differences
between Chinese and English. Gesture may leave an impression that you are trying to
provide an explanation or try to organize your language. To make others feel that you
are trying to think of that words to make the meaning clear. (Lian, G3)
Gesture use in the immersion context: Chao. Chao realized that he gestured frequently
while speaking English and this was one outstanding difference he reflected from Chinese
students in the EFL contexts. His use of gesture, however, was subconscious, and was the natural
supplement in cross-cultural communication after he had stayed in the United States for six
years. He has inhabited the American style, which was apparent from his fluent English, natural
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American gesture, and appearance including clothing and even hairstyle. When he thought
backward of his English upon his first arrival, he said: “wow, this English is so easy. Why I don’t
know.” The following excerpt is his recall of one embarrassing moment in class. His gesture
enacts two characters in this excerpt.

Figure 19. Chao’s event.
1. During class,
[move BH down with curved hands PU]
2. I just sit like this for a student,
[arms fold, right arm put on the left arm, sit straight; Figure 19.a]
3. I don’t know what I should do
[hold]
4. because this is United States
[move BH down, PD and rotate twice to refer to the ground]
5. It’s different from China.
[hold a tissue in RH, spread index and middle fingers to the right]
6. The teacher just ask a question,
[RH at the shoulder level, and LH at the breast level, move RH down lower than the LH]
7. and I
[repeat line 2]
8. I’m very focused
[both fingers curved in BH near the ears, move forward]
9. and I put my
[body squeeze, LH palm face the back of RH, RH palm face the body]
10. lot of my efforts
[move BH forward, palm face the body, spread fingers]
11. to
[twist RH wrist on the right away from the body three times {searching for words}]
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12. try to make me so that like fit into the new school. Right?
[face frown, LH into fist hold at shoulder level, spiral RH down three times with spread
fingers]
13. And I like this OK
[repeat line 2]
14. how’s that I and
[repeat line 2]
15. I am very focused
[RH spread fingers, palm in front of the face, move RH forward horizontally; LH hold]
16. but I don’t know
[move RH down from the right ear, LH hold]
17. what my teacher is talking about.
[move RH slightly PU, LH hold]
18. and then (The teacher asked) “right?”
[BH repeat line 2 to represent the student, head move towards left slightly to represent
the teacher]
19. (I answered) “um, yeah, yes”.
[BH hold, eyes move around]
20.and then teacher ask
[body move to the right slightly, BH at the breast level, rotate RH twice]
21. “What? Yes?
[raise eyebrow up, look at the left, body move to the right slightly; Figure 19.b]
22. Oh, no no.
[repeat line 2; move head slightly towards left; wave head right and left]
The gesture Chao made in lines 2, 13, 14, and 19 represented how a student sat straight
during class, which was a common image of students in Chinese primary school. In Chinese
culture, students were required to sit straight to show respect for teachers and put hands on the
desk to avoid distractions. Even if Chao said that he did not know what he should do, his gesture
of being a Chinese student represented his default image as a disciplined student. Later, he
portrayed himself and the teacher with gesture. He differentiated the roles by moving his body to
the right to represent the teacher (Figure 19.b) and to the middle for himself (Figure 19.a).
He had affective production in his English. His natural gesture vividly represented the
embarrassing situation in class. He moved his hands freely near his head above or at the shoulder
level or at his breast level with large gesture box. His speech was synchronized with the gesture
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stroke, demonstrating his advanced English proficiency. It was obvious that Chao was a natural
illustrator both in his English and gesture.
In Chao’s reflection, he said that he did not learn gesture or imitate English native
speakers’ gesture and attributed his English improvement to the social environment, saying that:

I did not
learn how to gesture purposefully, you know? But after staying here for a long time, I
gesture while talking. I am normal, no gesturing while speaking Chinese. When I am
speaking English, I can feel that I gesture, but that is spontaneous, not purposeful or
imitating others, definitely no. I just feel that gesturing is natural. (Chao, G3)
Then I continued to ask him whether his gesture was different from Chinese learners of
English in China. He said that Chinese learners of English in China“
never, they never gesture. I can say never.” providing the reasons:

[move hands]
I feel that may be related to
environmental influence. Because you are in the English context for a long time. You
have learned and listened English for a long time. As long as one contact one thing for a
long time, when you encounter this again, you will move hands. You see, my gesture is
natural while I talk to you. (Chao, G3)
Group 3 summary. Both Chao and Lian did not realize that they gestured purposefully in
the process of communication, but they both emphasized the importance of languacultural
immersion. They regarded gesture production as a natural outcome in the process of meaningmaking and sense-making. Compared to Chen who had stayed in the United States for only three
months, Chao was more aware that his natural gesture while speaking English was totally
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different from Chinese learners of English in EFL contexts in China, who were the targeted
population of G1 in this study. He attributed the differences to contextual immersion.

Group 4.
L1 cultural influence: Qian. Qian’s English was the most fluent among participants in
the four groups. She gestured less in both languages with limited space box below the breast and
above the thigh without muscular tension. Her gesture was culturally framed within Chinese and
manifested her personality as a gentle Asian woman. Below is her romantic experience.

Figure 20. Qian’s event.

1. When my fiancé
[open RH with straight fingers and move to the breast, smiling]
2. proposed pose me hum,
[hold]
3. when we once
[raise RH near the breast, spread index finger and move down]
4. lived in hotel of hum, Bellagio
[RH index finger and thumb touch and move down slightly twice]
5. and the scenery
[BH at the breast level move down and apart with curved fingers without tension, PD]
6. is the strip scenery
[RH index finger stretch and move from left to right horizontally, LH put on the thigh]
7. we can see the hum Tower
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[RH with spread fingers move up from the left and down to the right to form the triangle
sides in order to represent the peak of the tower]
8. Eiffel
[move RH with index finger spread horizontally twice to finish the base of the triangle]
9. and at night
[move BH down with curved hands PD to the left thigh]
10. with the light
[BH open PU, spread and curve fingers to represent the blinking light]
It was obvious from Figure 20 that Qian gestured without any muscular tension
especially no tension on the wrist. Even if she did not gesture much, her gesture and speech
synchrony was concurrent and concordant. Her English was natural and fluent, except lines 4 and
7 while she was trying to recall the name of the hotel and tower. Her gesture in Chinese and
English did not differ, even if her Chinese description was not provided because of limited space.
Thus, in Qian’s case, the English proficiency and language differences was not an issue that
influenced less frequent gesture production and limited space.
In her reflection, she did not see gesture differences while speaking in Chinse or English
and thought it was more related to her emotional statement. She did not gesture or even move
while thinking about how to say the sentence in English. She thought the way of gesturing was
related to one’s personal habit. She agreed that Americans gestured in a larger space and had
more exaggerated facial expression than Chinese.
,

I don’t think there is gesture difference whether speaking Chinese or English.
This is more related to my psychological status. For example, if I am prepared. If I will
speak English and prepared, I may gesture a lot because I did not think about the words.
But in the case of proposal, I would be shy if I spoke this in Chinese. If I did not speak
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English fluently, I will think how I should speak the sentence and I will not gesture.
Gesture does not affect my meaning-making. (Qian, G4)

Indifference of gesture awareness: Peng. Peng was uneasy speaking in English at the
beginning because he thought his English was not fluent enough. He had difficulty describing a
landscape in English and preferred to describe an experience of how he and his team won a silver
cup in a football game. He talked about his responsibility as a team leader and his achievement in
English. The following is the first excerpt in English.

Figure 21. Peng’s event.

1. I was the
[RH on the chair arm, LH higher than RH. BH oblique, palm face the body]
2. I was the captain in the Chinese football game
[BH open, palms face each other]
3. and I re... I was responsible for
[repeat line 1]
4. the daily training and
[repeat line 2]
5. financial management
[BH open PU, move BH up and down slightly]
6. I structure I structured
[BH open palm face each other, rotate each hand up and down]
7. and organize, organized several huh, several cup games
[repeat line 6 continually]
8. it’s sixteen
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[move BH down]
9. sixteen en different teams
[move BH from left to right, open hand oblique]
10. from different cities in U.K.
[BH move to the right and flip BH down with PD, RH is higher than LH]
11. hmmm, we achieve the
[raise open LH, PU]
12. we achieved the se. hmmm, hmmm, we achieved the hmmm, hmmm,
[raise LH with PU the breast level, repeated three times]
13. we achieved the second, hmmm
[move LH down, PU]
14. and hmmm silver cup.
[rotate LH forearm three times]
15. In that game, we er
[BH open, rotate BH forearms]
16. ... I score I scored three goals
[BH face together, rotate BH]
Peng felt uneasy while talking in English and had many thinking, searching, and pausing
moments in the description. He had frequent use of container gestures with two hands as if
holding a ball in the middle of the body in lines 2, 4, 6-9, 15, and16, and presentation gestures in
lines 5, and 11-14. He also used lots of beats in the process of speaking English. He put his
elbow on the chair arms and his gesturing space was limited to the forearms below the shoulder
level. He admitted that he was not good at speaking English. It was obvious from his facial
emotion that he was reluctant and uneasy in the narrative process.
Later, when talking about one of his best experiences while studying abroad, Peng
recalled this experience and retold it in Chinese. He was excited about his achievement, which
was manifested in his smiling facial expression and frequent gesture with large space.
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Figure 22. Peng: time.
1.

16

I was the captain in the Chinese football team among 16 schools. I led our team to the
second, and I scored three goals. I scored the most.
[LH move down from the shoulder level to the thigh, little and fourth fingers curved,
repeat seven times]
2.
I scored the most among all teams. I scored three.
[LH raise and move to the left, far away from the body]
3.
I was the captain. I feel
[Repeat line 1 again]
4.
Because we also joined the competition held by others last year
[move LH up above the shoulder, PB]
5.
We were eliminated in the group stage.
[Repeat line 4 near the shoulder level]
6.
the second year, I led out team to train for one year
[move LH down from the shoulder to the thigh, PF]
7.
We won the second prize the second year.
[move LH down from left to the middle of the body]
In Peng’s Chinese description, he felt more relaxed and proud with intensive emotional
investment. He moved his hands frequently near and above his shoulder level, away from the
body instead of in the middle of the body in the English description. To make a contrast, he made
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many presentation gestures in the whole process with larger space and more muscular tension
than in English, showing his pride and excitement during the Chinese description.
Additionally, when he was talking about the “past year” in Chinese (Figure 22.a), his
hand moved upward and backward above the shoulder level to refer to what happened in the
past. He also moved his hand down at the shoulder level to refer to “next year” (Figure 22.b) to
show the contrast. His gesture while speaking in Chinese was consistent with the Chinese way of
describing time spatially with vertical movement instead of moving the hand horizontally like
English native speakers (Boroditsky, 2009, 2011). This is also one outstanding difference
between Chinese and American gesture.
Peng did not see his gesture in the video because of time limit during the online
interview. In his reflection, Peng said that he was conscious of his gesture in the Chinese
description, but his gesture in the English description was subconscious. He did not “
attribute this to language differences but to his own habit”. He did
not think gesture affected meaning making except for pointing gestures for direction or
highlighting his point. Moreover, he did not notice any difference while speaking Chinese and
English and did not see a link between motivation for learning English and gesture.
Group 4 summary. Qian and Peng were aware of the cross-cultural differences between
Chinese and American gestures. Their gesture production, however, manifested the influence of
Chinese culture as they were in the EFL context currently. They attributed their gesture use to
personal habit, which was related to their immersion in the context. Although the two
participants had different English fluency, both of them gestured for communicative coherence.
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CHAPTER SIX
DISCUSSION
This chapter discusses findings in Chapters 4 and 5 through the lens of Vygotsky’s
sociocultural theory (SCT) and relevant studies introduced in the literature review. Discussion is
organized into sections with reference to the three research questions:
1. Are there differences in motivation as related to goal-directed activity and gesture
awareness as well as their interplay for Chinese learners of English in EFL and ESL
contexts?
2. In what ways do motivation as related to goal-directed activity and gesture awareness
as well as their interplay for Chinese learners of English differ in EFL and ESL contexts?
3. What are the differences for co-speech gesture production in the L1 and L2 for Chinese
learners of English in EFL and ESL contexts?
Quantitative and qualitative findings are integrated in the chapter. RQ1 concerns the
mean differences for the constructs in the surveys on motivation and gesture awareness and is
centered on the first phase of the study. RQ2 and RQ3 contrasted and compared participants
across each of the two groups in the EFL and ESL contexts as derived from the second
qualitative phase of the study. To address the question of differences between EFL and ESL
contexts, the topics of motivation as related to goal-directed activity and gesture awareness are
discussed separately. In addition, the relationship between motivation and gesture awareness,
particularly as based on the qualitative findings, is discussed as well.
Motivation
EFL versus ESL Contexts
The expectation for the L2MSS survey results was that Chinese learners of English in
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the EFL contexts (G1 & G2) would be less motivated than those in the ESL contexts (G3 & G4).
The quantitative results, however, only supported the hypothesis in terms of ideal L2 self, a
finding which aligns with Li (2014), who argued that direct interaction with native speakers over
a long period of time was helpful to the development of a stronger ideal self for ESL as opposed
to EFL learners. However, Li (2011, 2014) also found significant differences between ought-to
L2 self and attitudes toward learning English for EFL and ESL learners, while the current study
did not. In support of these findings Li (2014) argued that English is a compulsory course for
EFL learners, making them feel more obligated to learn the language than ESL learners, which
she argued contributed to their greater sense of ought-to self than for ESL learners. Neither of
these two findings was supported in the current study, either with regard to quantitative results or
when examining motivation as related to goal-directed activity in phase two. This study also
supported the importance of vision (Dörnyei, 2009; You et al., 2016) that ESL learners created in
the process of inhabiting the L2 languaculture.
EFL Contexts
Quantitative results found that G2 proved significantly more motivated than G1, having
stronger ideal L2 self and more favorable attitudes toward learning English. Additionally, the
goal-directed activity of G1 was grounded in pursuits centered on school work, passing exams,
and obtaining certificates, which although provided motivation for studying English as a subject
in coursework, did not translate into efforts to actually learn the language. Although most
participants in G1 and G2 were studying in Beijing with access to a variety of opportunities to
engage in learning English, interviewees in G2 actively sought out internships, paying private
tutors, and so on – a conscious, agentive construction of goals and goal-directed activity. G1
participants indicated little effort, comparatively, along these lines. G1 findings are consistent
193

with previous non-L2MSS inspired studies, that Chinese EFL sociocultural settings oriented
students to exam and career preparation and emphasized memorization in English courses (Chen
et al., 2005; Gao et al., 2004; Shi, 2000; Warden & Lin, 2002; Xu & Yang, 2015). When
interviewed, regarding their ideal L2 self, participants from G1 did not consider speaking
English beyond “travel,” “showing off,” or “translating books,” indicating the lack of coherence
that this line of motivational inquiry held for them: English only occupied a marginal role in their
planned futures. In contrast, the desire of being involved in English-speaking communities was a
driving force for participants in G2, who also realized the discrepancy between their current
proficiency and the need for increased fluency if they were to converse in English when
studying, travelling, and/or working abroad. They found their ideal image challenging but
accessible. The imagined international community was an important motivator for G2 and tied to
goal-directed activity as central to their “future-in-the-making” (McCafferty, 2018), which
clearly impacted ought-to self as well as ideal L2 self goals - the necessity for improved
proficiency in the language.
Additionally, the quality of L2 experience affected attitudes towards learning the
language (You & Dörnyei, 2014). Participants in G1 were limited by their resources, and
although they expressed a desire for more opportunities to communicate with English native
speakers, they did not seek out such opportunities for the most part, even when they were readily
available. An additional feature of classroom learning for G1 was that it provided them a safe
and caring learning environment, an aspect of which was being able to interface with Chinese
teachers and not native-speakers of English (Lee, 2018). G2, on the other hand, sought out
native-speaking teachers and tutors in addition to other forms of interaction with them.
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ESL Contexts
Quantitative results showed that G3 was less motivated than G4 in terms of attitudes
toward learning English, but no significant differences were found with regard to ideal L2 self
and ought-to L2 self for both groups. Additionally, qualitative finding showed that goal-directed
activity was critical to understanding motivation in the ESL contexts.
The six participants in G3 in the interview manifested the importance of agency. Chao
immersed himself socially in the target languaculture while Miao just wanted to interact with
members of the Chinese community. However, communicating in English was a must for all of
the participants in this group, even in the case of Miao, who although avoiding native English
speakers when she could, still needed to attend classes, write papers, and interact with people in
the local environment for transactional purposes.
Compared with G3, G4 participants had returned to China from their study/live abroad
experience. Two of the four interviewees, like the participants in G3, were immersed in reading
and writing in English as part of their academic environment in China. The other two
interviewees were working, and although they said that they did not wish to lose their
competency in English, they did not suggest specific goal-directed activity to pursue this matter.
Participants in both G3 and G4 were focused on their ought-to L2 self as based on their current
situations. There were no significant differences between ought-to and ideal L2 self for
participants for participants in both groups.
ESL contexts affected attitudes toward learning English. G3 had significantly less
favorable attitudes than G4. Some of the interviewees in G3 indicated that “English learner” was
an unwanted label, causing them to lose face in relation to those from the target culture. Chao,
for example, did not like being pulled out of his high school classes for “English improvement.”
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The emotional component of an experience is crucial, affecting psychological constructs such as
attitudes (Vygotsky, 1994). Interviewees in G4 were pricing the value of learning English in
relation to the demands of their real-world environments, having, in effect, reached a plateau, no
longer wanting to pursue proficiency as an “ideal.”
Integration: EFL and ESL Contexts
The findings of this MMR study suggested that the designation of the categories of EFL
and ESL were misdirected without considering L2 learners’ agency and engagement in goaldirected activity. First, studying abroad was much more of a figured world for G1, G2
participants having had experiences abroad and/or extensive interaction with native speakers of
English, if not specifically having studied abroad. The salience of the imagined international
community was as such much more approachable for G2. The future made them anticipate and
prepare to adapt to different contexts and to engage in the target community.
In the ESL contexts, Miao in G3 had limited her exposure to and interaction with the
English-speaking environment, retreating back to the L1 languaculture by primarily associating
with other Chinese speakers. Her case seemed like an outlier in the ESL contexts, particularly in
the eyes of EFL learners. G1’s figurative understanding of ESL contexts, although not entirely
manifested by Miao’s purposeful distance from direct English interactions, is however, an
expression of the kind of motivation they displayed, that is, she was only interested in the utility
the language would bring her, concentrating on her classwork, not use of the language for social
purposes beyond these limited contexts.
In addition, this study provided supporting evidence that students with a stronger ideal
self image had reached an advanced educational level, highlighting the importance of vision as
an aspect of L2 motivation (You, Dörnyei, & Csizér, 2016). Participants in G4, who were older
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and had attained higher educational levels than G1, had higher ideal L2 self than G1.
Additionally, international posture or involvement in the international community (Munezane,
2015; Kormos, Kiddle, & Csizer 2011; Yashima 2002) was important because English is an
important means of international communication. This was related to future self in the
international community for G2, who also had held a higher level of L2 self image.
With the ideal self (the sense of inclusiveness in the local community) in mind, L2 and
FL learners operationalized their learning practices to enact the image of future self. Participants
across groups G2, G3, and G4 wanted to approach the level of being native-like English speakers
and were clearer about what their future expectations were as well. Because participants in G2,
G3, and G4 were pursuing immediate engagement with the language for use, and although G2
was still concerned with achievement on tests, these scores had real-world significance in
relation to gaining proficiency. Thus, their motivation classroom experience was pragmatic and
functional with regard to English language usage. Additionally, the external regulator of ought-to
L2 self was, again, connected to meeting pragmatic goals associated with living within the L2
languaculture and not just getting good grades or certificates as the end goal.
Qin and Dai (2013) and other authors (Magid, 2009; You & Dörnyei, 2014) have noted
the need to consider the influence of others when evaluating ought-to L2 self in relation to
agency, a perspective this study emphasizes as well, particularly in the case of parents with
regard to ought-to L2 self and the decision to study abroad. This study supported the pressure on
achievement and exam-oriented education as important socio-educational factors (Kormos,
Kiddle, & Csizér, 2011). In China, parental expectations play a vital role in the culture, children
feel obliged to adhere to their parents’ wishes, following the still-salient influence of Confucius
(Chen, 2014; Gao, et al., 2004; Taguchi et al., 2009).
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Effort and Goal-directed Activity
This study diverged from previous L2MSS studies by linking goal-directed activity to
investigate how participants in different contexts are motivated to learn English instead of
mainly relying on intended effort as the criterion measurement of motivation (Csizér & Kormos,
2009; Khany & Amiri, 2018; Kim & Kim, 2014; Kormos & Csizér, 2008; Kormos, et al., 2011;
Magid, 2009; Olsen, 2017; Papi, 2010; Taguchi, et al., 2009; You, et al., 2016). Qualitative data
from G3 on goal-directed activity suggested most participants’ engagement in the local
community, which contrasts dramatically with G3 having had the lowest score for all groups on
intended effort. This finding appears to align with the discrepancy between intention and
behavior (Alqahtani, 2015; Godin & Conner, 2008; Ryan, 2008; Sheeran, 2002), that although
intention was not signaled as important on the survey, the actual activity of the participants in the
group was heavily influenced by the ESL surroundings – perhaps participants did not feel that
intended effort was manifested by them, but in fact they were exhibiting language learning
activity, whether with intention or not. The influence of social contexts and the environment is
important not to separate if a more reliable analysis is to be achieved regarding differences
between learners’ intended and actual efforts in relation to agency, remembering that Chao said
that he was “forced by the environment” to learn the language. Qi, on the other hand, also in G3,
emphasized her goal-directed efforts over the environment, indicating the diversity to be found in
this regard to what constitutes intended effort.
This study also supported the inconsistent correlation between L2MSS components and
L2 achievement (Lamb, 2012; Maskovaky et al., 2016) as determined by participants’ selfreported English test scores. The four groups in this study varied in terms of their English
proficiency and ages in addition to different learning contexts. Moskovsky et al. (2016) found
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that L2 learners at lower proficiency levels reported greater effort. This was true for G1, but not
true for G4, who were older and at higher English proficiency level, reporting more effort and
goal-directed efforts towards learning English than G1. Moskovsky et al. (2016) also found that
fluent participants did not report effortful behaviors, although they did not go into why this
proved to be the case in any depth. This perspective is supported by findings for G3, particularly
for Chao. Several reasons might explain Chao’s denial of conscious effort on learning English.
He did not mention “studying” as an important factor, instead emphasizing social activity in the
the different L2 environments he inhabited, not attributing any internal agency to the process. It
appeared as if he wanted to prove to himself and others that he could become proficient without
any particular goal-directed efforts as such. The inconsistent findings at this level of analysis,
again, as with previous studies suggests individual variation and highlights the possible role of
environmental affordances and differences in how “agency” is construed.
Gesture Awareness
Quantitative Discussion: GAS
This study established and validated a gesture awareness scale among Chinese learners of
English in SLD and FLD, the first scale to gauge gesture awareness for comparative research by
examining the construct of gesture awareness in different educational contexts. Important
constructs and items were derived based on the gesture literature in SLD and FLD. The items fit
a two-factor structure after an EFA, CFA, and ESEM. From a measurement perspective, the two
factors of comprehension and production represent major constructs of gesture awareness, and
results demonstrated the reliability and validity of the instrument. This practical and brief
measurement is applicable to the study of co-speech gesture and SLD and FLD as a reliable and
valid instrument.
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The results for the survey supported the generalizability of the ESEM approach in
relation to CFA. Also, ESEM was used to test the construct validity of the GAS and to explore
the application of the survey for the four groups with measurement invariance tests, which
presented better fit indices with ESEM than CFA. ESEM incorporated EFA and CFA features,
and overcame the limitation of overly restrictive factor loading found for CFA (Perera et al.
2015; Perera et al. 2018). The ESEM analysis considered nontrivial factor cross-loadings and
resulted in a lower estimated factor correlation than CFA, in line with previous ESEM studies
(Marsh et al., 2011).
Contrary to the hypothesis that G3 would have a higher level of gesture awareness than
other groups, the quantitative results showed that these participants had the lowest scores in
terms of gesture comprehension and production of the four groups. Interestingly, no difference of
gesture awareness was found between G2 and G4. The constructs of comprehension and
production were evaluated based on participants’ self-reported assumptions without triangulation
from situated gesture production and reflection. Thus, qualitative data were collected to examine
their gesture production for tasks in both the L1 and L2 and their reflection on their gesture
production after watching their video-recordings to further validate the quantitative results and
provide reasons for group differences.
Qualitative Gesture Reflection
Qualitative findings showed that participants in G2 and G3 were more aware of their
gesture, and their gesture production was tied to illustrating their speech than was found for other
groups. G1, in particular, was less conscious of gestural differences between Chinese and
English than other groups.
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Explicit questioning and tasked-based reflection aroused participants’ conscious
awareness of gesture (if applicable), particularly a useful approach for participants in the ESL
contexts. Participants in G3 initially reported that they were not consciously aware of their
gesture in English communication. Their gesture production while speaking English and their
reflection after watching their video clips, however, demonstrated that they were consciously
awareness of their use of American features of gesture, particularly for pragmatic, social
functions as part of the process of SLD. G3 was in naturalistic contexts where social encounters
in the L2 were frequent. They were learning target-like ways of expressing themselves while
immersed in the target languaculture, and either purposefully or unconsciously had come to
mirror English native speakers’ speech and gesture. Chao, Qi, and Mei in G3 recognized some of
the features of American gestures, even if they did not acknowledge purposeful imitation,
attributing this as a natural outcome to their lengthy immersion in the contexts of the
languaculture.
Participants in G1 gestured less frequently and using limited space/gesture boxes, which
appeared related to their lower English proficiency and focus on semantics. They were not
consciously aware of other’s gesture in English communication, except for their English
teachers’ gesture, which they regarded as an illustration of native speakers’ gesture.
Additionally, G1 had exaggerated assumptions of emotional expression and gesture
expressiveness for English native speakers’ gestures, because their understanding of gesture in
English communication was mainly from watching English movies, lacking much direct contact
with English native speakers.
Participants in G2 were conscious of gesture in communication, particularly in English.
They had more target languacultural exposure in their learning process than G1 and had come to
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realize the pragmatic value of L2 competence includes gesture. G2 was preoccupied with the
goal of studying abroad and the target languaculture was an imagined world for them to a large
extent, but they recognized gesture as facilitating communication in the target community.
Participants in G4 had come back to China and leaving behind the context of using
English for daily communication. Their reflection on gesture was attuned to the Chinese way of
gesturing, although they realized cross-cultural gesture differences owing to their L2
languaculture immersion while studying abroad.
Across Group Similarities
Participants across groups used gestures to facilitate their communication semantically
and pragmatically, as aligned with previous studies (Balhiah, 2013; Dahl, & Ludvigsen, 2014;
Gullberg & McCafferty, 2008; Roth & Lawless, 2002). When SL and FL learners had difficulty
expressing themselves in speech, they used gestures to materialize their thinking processes.
Gesture also aided in comprehension and expression, and was especially relied on by participants
in G1 at an intermediate level of English proficiency. Participants across groups contended that
they gestured to compensate for missing vocabulary and indexed objects in the environment
through deictic gestures. Gesture also functioned as self-regulation when monitoring speech,
particularly in the form of beats, and materialized meaning for their interlocutors. Moreover,
gesture facilitated speech and expressed the metaphoricity of speech, especially apparent through
participant’s use of presentation and container gestures, when functioning as a conduit to express
ideas as concrete objects in their hands (Cienki & Müller, 2008). Participants also used
counting/listing gestures when undertaking an exhaustive search of their linguistic corpus to find
accurate expression.
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Emotional Investment
Findings for this study also suggest the role of gesture as an aspect of emotional
expression. Participants in G1 produced gesture to disguise uneasiness or a lack of confidence
while trying to express themselves in English (e.g. Ke’s searching gesture while thinking of the
phrase of “watch a movie”). Another finding of interest is participants’ suggesting that using
gesture increased the sense of “acting natural” when speaking the L2. Additionally, confidence
when speaking English fluently was accompanied by use of a larger gesture box. Chao in G3,
unlike G1 participants, who felt intimidated because of their lack of English proficiency,
gestured frequently while speaking English, which appeared to allow him to monitor his speech
and make the conversational atmosphere more relaxed.
Furthermore, emotional conflicts affected participants’ individual perezhivanie in relation
to their agency in SLD and FLD. Ke and Kai in G1 felt stiff while speaking in English and
regarded English native speakers as acting positively towards the confidence they displayed
when they were able to do so. Chao and Lian in G3, who preferred to speak English in the
interview, also demonstrated their confidence when speaking English fluently through deploying
gestures with American features.
Synthesizing static and dynamic dimensions of communicative channels also affected
participants’ gesture awareness. This was evident from the contradiction between Rui’s assumed
high-frequency of gesture in English and her thick description of gesture use in Chinese. Rui in
G1 realized her strong emotional reaction while “catching” the word in English (finding a word),
which affected her assumption that she gestured more in English than in Chinese. Her gesture
production in Chinese, however, provided more information with vivid description than her
English description. Gesture while speaking English functioned as a triumphant horn to celebrate
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her semantic improvement, something that was not present when she was speaking Chinese,
which made her more aware of her gesture while speaking English. In contrast, her gesture
illustration in Chinese was natural to be neglected, without a conscious awareness. The strong
emotional investment while speaking English infused the misconception that she gestured more
in English than in Chinese.
Teachers’ Gesture
As aligned with previous studies on the role of teachers’ gesture in FLD and SLD
(Belhiah, 2013; Churchill et al., 2010; Kamiya, 2012; Lazaraton, 2004; Porter, 2012;
Rosborough, 2012, 2014; Sime, 2008; Smotrova, 2017, 2018), this study found evidence of the
influence of teachers’ gestures on language students. Teachers set the stage for English learning,
hoping to propel students towards immersion into the target languaculture, and in some cases
using L2 forms of gesture for meaning making. English learners listened for understanding while
watching teachers’ gesture in the process of learning the language and how it is used for making
meaning (Funigama, 2000).
Imitation has been found to be a substantial factor in developing higher forms of human
behavior (Vygotsky, 1998), and learners imitate language teachers’ gesture as a part of the
learning process (Peltier & McCafferty, 2010; Smotraova & Lantolf, 2013; Smotrova, 2015).
Participants in G1 recalled their English teachers’ gesture as a source of imitation but did not
remember instances of purposeful imitation, probably because they lacked conscious
understanding of the meaning of the gestures for the most part. Also, Qi in G3 suggested the
importance of natural immersion for gesture production in addition to imitating English teachers.
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Cross-cultural Differences
Cross-cultural differences were not explored in the quantitative phase of the study
because of the difficulty of designing the needed items and validating them in the process of
scale development, but such differences were examined in the qualitative phase. Findings
supported that cultural differences affected gesture awareness and use (Boroditsky et al., 2011;
Kita, 2009; Jungheim, 2006; Nagpal et al., 2011; Pika et al., 2006; Smithson et al., 2011; So,
2010; So et al., 2012). Littlewood (2001) argued that it is important for language learners to
consciously increase their cultural awareness. Chinese are expected to appear humble, control
their emotions, and not bring attention to themselves. This is related to cultural values, that
children should behave politely without moving their hands and feet frequently. Americans, on
the other hand, are much more expressive, showing emotions or bringing attention to themselves.
Additionally, Chinese collective culture emphasizes conformity instead of individualism as
found in American culture.
Shi in G2 planned to drop the intention of appropriating American forms of gesture
because of his advisor made a negative comment about Americans’ exaggerated forms of
gesture. In contrast, Lian in G3 did not realize that the “quotation” gesture he used had a similar
form in America. In his English expression, he closed his fists (a common form of Chinese
gesture, rarely used by Americans) and used open palm gestures (a common American gesture).
This mix of gesture could indicate competing L1 and L2 cultural norms, demonstrating his
gradual adaptation to gesture in the L2 languaculture, that L2 gesture development had been
taking place. Additionally, Chao was found to purposefully avoid gesturing with American
features while talking to Chinese friends instead of “acting American,” which might have served
to increase his sense of solidarity with them, that despite his extensive experience outside of
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China, he was still one of them. Qi in G3 also addressed her process of L2 gesture appropriation.
She imitated English native speakers’ gesture and avoided using gestures later as she recognized
the necessity to first become familiar with the situated meaning of a gesture within the culture.
Both she and her friend circle were affected by English native speaker’s stereotypical
understanding of Chinese as bound to one another culturally and their less-frequent gesture.
Proficiency and Gesture
This study also offered evidence that participants gestured differently according to
proficiency level, corroborating previous findings that L2 and FL learners showed more target
language features of gesture with advanced L2 proficiency (Cadierno & Robinon, 2009;
Gregersen et al., 2009; Ibáñez et al., 2010; Negueruela et al., 2004; So, et al., 2013). Participants
in the four groups varied not only by proficiency in speech but also gesture articulation and
degree of expressiveness. Different features illustrated learners’ different processes of acquiring
L2 TFS patterns (Slobin, 2003).
Participants in G3, those with advanced English proficiency, produced more American
features of co-speech gesture, with larger gesture box dimensions and with more muscular
tension. They also gestured metaphorically in a manner consistent with American speakers.
These dynamic features of gesture made meaning clearer and conspicuous when conversing in
English. Additionally, such forms of “natural” communication indicated that G3 participants
were situationally motivated, that they were adopting L2 TFS patterns as they attuned to the
target languaculture. In contrast, participants in G1 evidenced a lack of fluency between speech
and gesture as they struggled to find the correct grammar and words in English, which was
obvious from the less frequent gesture in English expression and limited gesture space. It was
evident in Rui’s case, who also used more gesture for the Chinese description task. However, in
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relation to individual differences, it should be mentioned that Peng in G4 continued to maintain
his L1 TFS patterns when referring to the time of “past years” and the “present” despite
advanced English fluency, a finding that corresponds to Negueruela et al., (2004).
This study did not find notable differences for gesture categories (e.g. symbolic or deictic
gestures) across participants (Gullberg,1999; Sherman & Nicoladis, 2004) - symbolic gestures
were prevalent for participants in all groups. It is also worth mentioning that Qian in G4 was the
most fluent English speaker across all groups, but her gesture was typical of the cultural image of
a gentle Asian woman in regard to use of a limited gesture box and a lack of muscular tension.
Her gesture, however, was synchronized with the accompanying speech, illustrating her English
fluency. Overall, there does not appear to be a direct relationship between language proficiency
to gesture categories for the participants in the study. Instead, it seems that gestures can hold a
strong cultural attachment, making them at times resistant to change for L2 and FL learners,
highlighting the influence that the L1 languaculture can continue to have.
Motivation and Gesture
This dissertation examined second and foreign language motivation as related to goaldirected activity and gesture awareness. After investigating these two topics separately and in
relation to each other in each group, findings do not support a strong link between the two. Each
participant’s process of SLD and FLD was individualized in relation to their situated learning
environment. As indicated above: Qian in G4 was motivated to learn English but her gesture
production appeared largely confined to the Chinese culture; Shi in G2 was motivated and aware
of gestural differences, but held a negative attitude toward using expressive forms of gesture per
Chinese culture; Peng in G4, was a rebel, and although he realized there were gestural
differences between the L1 and L2, he chose not to consider gesture production in relation to

207

learning the L2; and Lian in G3, who showed bi-directional influences on his gesture production
(Brown & Gullberg, 2008; Brown, 2015).
Participants in the two EFL groups, contrasted with each other. Those in G1, were, for
the most part, simply not motivated to learn English and did not pay attention to cross-linguistic
and cross-cultural differences of gesture use. Wang, Deng, and Bei in G2, on the other hand,
were future-oriented and conscious of L2 pragmatics, which had resulted in a high level of
gesture awareness in connection to motivation. Therefore, analysis of individual participants,
overall, was more productive in finding a relationship between motivation and gesture
awareness, despite some patterns found in relation to group and proficiency level.
Contextual Influences
This study provided evidence that different environments affect gesture appropriation and
that naturalistic learning conditions facilitate more native-like gestures (McCafferty & Ahmed,
2000; Morett, 2014; Roth, 2003; So et. al., 2012). The importance of ESL contexts for pragmatic
awareness (Schauer,2006; Song, 2005; Yang, 2012) was also supported in this sense.
Kozaki and Ross (2011) argued that the interaction between the individual and
environmental contingencies created a synthesis as the key premise of sociocultural
interpretations of language learning phenomena. As per the analysis of this study, the integration
of individual and contextual factors showed the plasticity of SLD and FLD with regard to
motivation and gesture awareness in relation to environment.
Communicative awareness is composed of both verbal and nonverbal means of
communication (Knapp, 2008; Scarvaglieri, 2017). To meet their communicative needs,
participants in each context used both speech and gesture in accord with the different demands of
the contexts they inhabited. Additionally, their linguistic engagement (Svalberg, 2009) was
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related to their communicative surroundings both in the past and present, signifying the
importance of time and experience in building communicative awareness. The utilitarian
approach of G1 made participants less motivated to learn the language. This was not at all the
profile for participants in G2, who were primarily focused on English as a form of
communication that needed to be put into practice within naturalistic contexts of use. Motivation
as situated in these circumstances, calls for a reconsideration of L2 curricular content to include
the link between speech and gesture, promoting conscious awareness of the role of gesture in
communication.
Reflexivity
This study differed from previous studies by investigating participants’ motivation and
gesture awareness, pursuing clarification from the learners’ perspectives, instead of interpreting
gesture solely from the researchers’ analysis of the quantitative measures and learner’s use of
gesture as found in the two recorded tasks. Through extensive interview time concerning
motivation in contexts, gesture awareness and the learner’s own analysis of her or his gesture
production, this study manifested the importance of reflexivity on the part of participants in order
to understand L2 phenomena in both second and foreign language development (Byram, 2012;
Thompson, 2014).
Participants’ responses to the gesture awareness survey were different from what they
said in the reflective interviews after watching their video clips in the gesture tasks. This
incongruence suggests the importance of critical thinking related to real-world data as opposed to
methods of self-report. Shi, Deng, Chen, Chao, and Long were all surprised after recognizing
that their gestures were different from what they thought they were, and admitted that they had
not really thought about gesture before joining this study, an indication that when the gesture
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survey was taken, they had not really given gesture much thought and that it proved an
inadequate stimulus for this purpose.
Exploration of the relationship between motivation and goal-directed activity in relation
to gesture awareness propelled participants to examine their thoughts and experiences from this
lens, triggering greater awareness of SLD and FLD through the reflexive processes. SLD and
FLD require conscious awareness of both verbal and nonverbal aspects of communication,
particularly at the level of pragmatics. Participants in each context were active agents in relation
to macro-level of orientation they pursued in studying, something particularly important in the
study with regard to engagement in goal-directed activity as an aspect of motivation. The
reaching of decisions concerning what avenues to pursue in order to meet L2 goals was not only
a process that stemmed from an imagined future, but a reflexive process as well, learner’s taking
into account past and present experiences.
The influence of the environment on the individual and how events are interpreted in the
process of psychological development (Vygotsky, 1994) is supported by the findings of this
study. This is especially clear in relation to the immersion experience of G3 where participants
responded to what they experienced in very different ways depending on a host of “factors”
including individual personality, cultural influences, goals, goal-directed activity, the influence
of the immediate environment, and so on.

210

CHAPTER SEVEN
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
Conclusions
This study focused on motivation as related to goal-directed activity and gesture
awareness as well as their interplay in different EFL and ESL contexts by including four groups
of Chinese learners of English. Three research questions were formulated and quantitative and
qualitative data were collected. The study design was based on the foundational assumption that
students in EFL and ESL contexts would differ in accordance with contexts. The L2MSS
questionnaire (Dörnyei, 2005; 2009) was used to examine motivation across groups as one aspect
of understanding motivation in the study and goal-directed activity. Importantly, a usable scale
of gesture awareness was developed and validated specifically for this study and used in the
quantitative phase. Mean differences of motivation and gesture awareness were found after
MANOVA and measurement and structural invariance tests to answer RQ1. The unexpected
quantitative results showed that G3 was less motivated and less aware of gesture in the process
of English learning, and there were no significant differences between G2 and G4. These results
were supplemented with qualitative data and analysis.
The qualitative phase included verbal tasks, to generate gesture production without
participants being aware of any research focus on co-speech gesture. There was a follow-up
interview in which detailed questions on motivation were asked, particularly with regard to goaldirected activity, which helped understand why participants in G3 appeared to be less motivated.
In fact, they appeared “caught up” in the study-abroad contexts to such an extent that they did
not initially recognize the degree to which their activity was related to language learning, instead
viewing language learning as just a part of what happened in the environment. Participants also
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were asked explicit questions on their understanding of gesture after viewing their own videorecordings to gather further data in relation to the gesture survey on phase 1. The qualitative data
cross validated the quantitative results in most cases and added information on participants’
motivation and gesture awareness in relation to RQ2 and RQ3.
The integrated data from both phases were analyzed within the SCT framework. The
main tenets of Vygotsky’s SCT framework, including mediation, internalization, activity theory,
and perezhivanie were considered. Overall, the results provided nuanced and in-depth
information on what motivated participants and why, and in the case of each of the contexts, how
motivation shaped experience and how experience shaped motivation. Investigation of gesture
awareness among individual participants in the qualitative phase revealed the importance of
languacultural immersion. As participants’ English proficiency levels increased, their use of
American features of gesture was more visible, particularly as found for participants in G2 and
G3.
The possibility of a relationship between motivation as related to goal-directed activity
and gesture awareness was examined in the qualitative phase. Participants in G1 were less
motivated to learn the language and were not aware of gesture in English communication for the
most part. Participants in G2, G3, and G4 who were either planning to study abroad, studying
abroad, or had returned to China after studying abroad, regarded ideal-self as a strong motivator
and were aware of cultural differences between Chinese and American features of gesture in
their English learning experience. The relationship between motivation and gesture awareness
differed individually as well, and should be considered within situated contexts in relation to
communicative needs in addition to other concerns. As a result, participants’ goals and agency as
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related to goal-directed activity is critical to explore beyond the simple categorization of EFL
and ESL contexts.
Implications
It is clear from the study that interaction within a specific environment operates as a
source of development, signifying the importance of contexts in relation to individual orientation
within contexts. The results of the study highlighted English learners participating in different
goal-directed activities and preparing for learning opportunities in different ways. The topic of
motivation for Chinese learners of English in FLD and SLD has generated a number of empirical
studies that have validated the L2MSS approach to motivation. However, only one previous
study addressed the issue of goal-directed activity as related to motivation (Qin & Dai, 2013).
The analysis of goal-directed activity as an aspect of motivation in this study provided a form of
triangulation, finding that motivational differences ranged according to individual goals and
activity undertaken to reach those goals, extending the L2MSS approach if at the same time
validating the L2MSS scale for previous and new EFL and ESL contexts. To better understand
L2 motivation, goal-directed activity needs to be taken into consideration, something that applies
to learning languages in addition to English.
Gesture studies occupies only a small part in the field of applied linguistics. However,
this study provides evidence that speech and gesture form an integrated dynamic system in SLD
and FLD. Additionally, a usable scale of gesture awareness should prove useful to the field of
gesture studies as a whole, beyond applied linguistics concerns. On the individual level, this
scale might also possibly serve as a reflective tool to enable ESL and EFL learners to become
more aware of their own gesture, and perhaps leading them to monitor their gesture as part of the
language- learning process. On a social and cultural level, as learners gain heightened awareness
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of co-speech gesture, they also reflect on gesture differences between the L1 and L2 and think
about the social and cultural influences that shape gesture use. Furthermore, the study highlights
L2 and FL teachers’ mediational role in developing students’ gesture awareness. Students’
reflection of English teachers’ gesture indicates pedagogical influence. Teachers should be aware
of their gesture influences students, and as such, might provide insights into the language and
culture.
Methodologically, the mixed-methods analysis uncovered aspects of motivation and
gesture awareness through the qualitative phase that complemented the quantitative findings.
Additionally, the awareness-raising that the qualitative participants demonstrated concerning
motivation, gesture awareness, and the combination of the two, is a benefit to participants that
such a design offers.

Future Research
This study examined only the current understanding of motivation and gesture awareness
of participants. A more diverse participant sample would be helpful for future research as would
a longitudinal study of participants across time and contexts of learning to examine the dynamic
nature of the language learning process in relation to motivation and gesture awareness. Also,
future studies are needed to validate the gesture awareness scale, make modifications, and so on.
Moreover, the gesture awareness survey was designed for Chinese learners of English, and its
application to other language learners among different cultural groups should be explored.
This study is the first to examine the relationship between motivation and gesture
awareness in SLD and FLD and the relationship proved to be highly individualized as related to
learning context. However, given that the study is only an initial attempt, it is important that the
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relationship between motivation and gesture awareness receive exploration in future research.
Finally, attention to conscious agency in SLD and FLD is clearly deserving of greater attention
in general in relation to applied linguistics as a whole and SLD and FLD in particular.
I am hopeful that the above recommendations will inspire continued research, expanding
the existing body of literature on motivation and gesture awareness.
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APPENDIX A: MOTIVATION QUESTIONNAIRE
Part I
In this part, we would like you to tell us how much you agree or disagree with the following
statements by simply choosing a number from 1 to 5. Please do not leave out any items.
,
1-5
,
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

My parents/family believe that I must study English to be an
educated person.
/

1

2

3

4

5

6

2

Studying English is important to me in order to gain the approval of
the society.

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

4

I can imagine myself speaking English in the future with foreign
friends at parties.

1

2

3

4

5

6

5

Studying English is important to me in order to gain the approval of
my peers.

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

3

6
7

8

9

I always look forward to English classes.

I study English because close friends of mine think it is important.
I can imagine myself in the future giving an English speech
successfully to the public in the future.

I really like the actual process of learning English.

Studying English is important to me in order to gain the approval of
my teachers.

10 I find learning English really interesting.
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I can imagine a situation where I am doing business with foreigners
11 by speaking English.

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

I can imagine that in the future in a café with light music, a foreign
friend and I will be chatting in English casually over a cup of
14 coffee.

1

2

3

4

5

6

15 I really enjoy learning English.

1

2

3

4

5

6

I can imagine myself in the future having a discussion with foreign
16 friends in English.

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

I would like to concentrate on studying English more than any other
19 topic.

1

2

3

4

5

6

Even if I failed in my English learning, I would still learn English
20 very hard.

1

2

3

4

5

6

English would be still important to me in the future even if I failed in
21 my English course.

1

2

3

4

5

6

12

13

17
18

I think time passes faster while studying English.
I consider learning English important because the people I respect
think that I should do it.

I am prepared to spend a lot of effort in learning English.
I would like to spend lots of time studying English.

Part II
Please provide the following information by highlighting in the box or writing your response in
the space to help us to better interpret your previous answers.
,
。

22. Gender
Male
Female
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23. Your Age:
under 18
18~25
18

26~29

30~39

40~49

50~59

above 60
60

24. Which group do you belong to?
No intention of studying abroad
Currently studying English in China to be prepared to study abroad
Currently studying and living abroad for academic purposes
Have studied abroad and returned to China
Other
24. If you choose other, please specify.
.
If you plan to study, are studying, or have studied abroad, please specify which country and for
how long.
_________________________________
25. Your current English proficiency level
Not pass CET-4
Pass CET-4
Pass CET-6
Pass TEM-8
TOEFL score below 70

70

TOEFL score 70-80

70-80

TOEFL score 80-90

80-90

TOEFL score 90-100

90-100

TOEFL score 100-110

100-110

TOEFL score 110-120

110-120

IELTS below 6.5

6.5

IELTS 6.5-7

6.5-7

IELTS 7-7.5

7-7.5

IELTS 7.5-8

7.5-8
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IELTS 8-8.5
IELTS 9

8-8.5
9

26. Is your major English?

?

Yes
No
27. Where did you grow up?
Urban areas
Rural areas
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APPENDIX B: GESTURE AWARENESS QUESTIONNAIRE

In this part, we would like you to tell us how much you agree or disagree with the following
statements by simply choosing a number from 1 to 5. Please do not leave out any items.
,
1-5
,

1

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

I consciously use gestures to memorize English words.

6

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

4

I am consciously aware of the imagistic representation that my use of
gesture provides when I am speaking English.

1

2

3

4

5

5

I imitate gestures used by my English teachers when they are
speaking English at a later time.

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

2
3

6
7
8
9

I imitate gestures that I have seen in movies or other forms of
English-language media at a later time.
Gesture can reveal aspects of meaning not found in speech.

My use of gesture is something that helps me to communicate in
English.
Native speakers’ gestures help me understand what they are saying
when I am speaking English with them.
。
I use gestures when people are not understanding my English.
。
I plan to imitate American gestures in learning English.
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6
6

6

6

APPENDIX C: GESTURE AWARENESS SCALE DEVELOPMENT
This study created and validated a usable scale of gesture awareness with regard to aspects
of comprehension and production. This scale was tested among Chinese learners of English in
three different samples. The central objectives of the study were to design and test a structure of
gesture awareness with factor analysis. This research included three studies. First, I conducted an
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) in Study One to examine the factor structure and distinctive
dimensions of the GAS. Second, I conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to validate the
multidimensional factor structure to check the convergent and discriminant validity of the GAS.
Given the unsatisfactory goodness of fit indices, I used an exploratory structural equation
modeling (ESEM) approach as an alternative in Study Two. Later, I validated the scale in two
groups in the dissertation study with measurement and structural invariance tests. This appendix
included the first two pilot studies.
I followed major steps in the scale development (DeVellis, 2016). First, I reviewed
existing literature of empirical studies on co-speech gesture in foreign language development
serving as the basis for generating an initial item pool. Specifically, items were generated based
on the congruence to specific constructs, including comprehension, production, cross-linguistic
and cross-cultural variations, and social involvement. The initial Chinese-English bilingual
survey consisted of 23 items on a 5-point Likert scale as 5 representing strongly agree and 1
representing strongly disagree. One native Chinese speaker back-translated the information on
this survey to avoid any misunderstandings. Later, I revised the item pool after discussions and
generated feedback about the content from experts on gesture and foreign language development.
Specifically, items were examined based on the congruence to the specific constructs in gesture
studies in SLD and FLD in the first round of coding. The inter-rater reliability for item
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assignments showed discrepancy in terms of cross-linguistic and cross-cultural variations and
social involvement, which lead to the deletion of the factors. In addition, I discussed with experts
on survey design and deleted items that were repetitive and uninterpretable. This survey was then
presented to four Chinese learners of English, who were learning English in China, to refine
items and provide feedback on the content, wording and translation of the questionnaire. This
cognitive pre-testing was helpful to evaluate the item clarity and content (Gehlbach &
Brinkworth, 2011). Based on the feedback from experts in gesture studies and scale
development, as well as four Chinese learners of English, several items were eliminated for easy
application and feasibility, which left nine items representing two major factors: comprehension
and production. Based on the initial content validation, I assessed the scale through an
exploratory factor analysis in Study One.
Pilot Study One
Participants
The targeted participants included undergraduate and graduate students who were
learning English as a foreign language in China. Participants were recruited through an online
survey website across China. The targeted population fitted the general criteria: age ranging from
18 to 50 years old; sharing the same Chinese culture; Mandarin Chinese as the first language;
English as a foreign language. Participants fitting the sampling criteria were asked to join the
study and were directed to complete the online battery of questionnaire. A total of 215 students
participated in this study. Approximately, 51% were males and 49% were females, which only
few participants were English majors (17%). The demographic characteristics was diverse to
represent Chinese learners of English across different provinces in China.

222

Statistical analysis
The exploratory factor analysis of responses to the nine observed items were analyzed
with the weighted least squares mean and variance adjusted (WLSMV) estimation conducted in
the software of Mplus 7.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2015). This study used an inclusive
approach for model fit evaluation. Because the χ2 was oversensitive to sample size and model
misspecifications, and contained a restrictive hypothesis test (i.e., exact fit), this study used three
approximate fit indices: Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), which was
regarded as acceptable and excellent fit when the value was larger than .900 or .950; and Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), for close and reasonable fit when the value was
less than .050 and .080.
Psychometric Multidimensionality due to Item Fallibility
Researchers have conducted exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) conventionally to examine the latent structure of item response data. Based on
the assumption behind CFA, items were constrained to load on the primary factor without crossloadings on other factors (Guay et al., 2015; Marsh et al., 2009). Without thinking of
multidimensionality, this approach might result in distorted factors, model misfit, and
overestimated factor correlations (Asparouhov & Muthen, 2008).
In the current study, I used an alternative approach of exploratory structural equation
modeling (ESEM), which incorporated CFA, EFA, and structural equation modeling (SEM) in a
single framework. Studies have shown that primary and secondary loading are freely estimated
with available rotation procedures for EFA factors in the ESEM, subject to a minimal number of
identifying restrictions, which provides a less restrictive framework (Marsh, Morin, Parker, &
Kaur, 2014; Perera, McIlveen, Burton, & Corser, 2015). In this study, the gesture awareness
223

scale (GAS) consisted of items surrounding two distinct constructs as central to the approach:
production and comprehension. Item content inspection led to doubts about the item
multidimensionality that reflected nontrivial cross-loadings. For example, item 4, “I am
consciously aware of the imagistic representation that my use of gesture provides when I am
speaking English”, primarily loaded on production but also be related to comprehension with
regards to how L2 and FL learners understood the communicative role of gesture and how they
produced gesture in the learning process. Whereas CFA has not considered cross-loadings as an
appropriate analytic tool to examine the latent structure, the ESEM could be used as a less
restrictive approach to examine the latent structure. Additionally, the factor correlations in
ESEM were lower than CFA because of cross-loadings. Given the assumed psychometric
multidimensionality of items in the GAS, ESEM was considered as an alternative approach to
investigate the latent structure of the scale.
Results
This analysis resulted in a two-factor model with a good fit to the data: χ2 (19) = 37.776,
p < .001, RMSEA = .068 (90% CI: .035, .99), CFI = .986, TLI = .973. All items loaded strongly
onto their primary factor (larger than .3), and each factor was clearly interpretable (Table C1).
The first-factor was characterized by appreciable loadings from items 1, 2, 4, 5 and 7, and nearzero loadings of items 3, 6, 8 and 9. On the contrary, there were strong loadings of items 3, 6, 8
and 9 on factor 2 and relatively weaker loadings from items 1, 2, 4, 5 and 7. The pattern of
loadings suggested that the first factor reflected production and the second-factor reflected
comprehension. Factor loadings were found to overlap but were distinct to represent two
different factors. Importantly, item 4 loaded non-trivially on the factor of comprehension,
suggesting that inferences about production functioned, to some extent, the communicative role,
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which aligned with previous studies of co-speech gesture in foreign language development.
Estimates of communalities show that 33% to 65% of the variation in observed variables was
accounted by the factors. At last, a positive correlation existed between the constructs (r = .687).
Those two factors were internally consistent, demonstrating Cronbach’s alpha estimates of .791
(production), .719 (comprehension). The result of this study offered preliminary support for a
two-factor model with nine items.

Table C1
Factor Loadings, Correlations, and Communalities
1. I consciously use gesture to help me to memorize
English words.
2. I imitate gesture that I have seen in movies or other
forms of English-language media at a later time.
4. I am consciously aware of the imagistic
representation that my use of gesture provides when I
am speaking English.
5. I imitate gesture used by my English teachers when
they are speaking English at a later time.
7. I plan to imitate native English-speaker’s gesture in
learning English.
3. Gesture can reveal aspects of meaning not found in
speech.
6. My use of gesture is something that helps me to
communicate in English.
8. Native speakers’ gesture help me understand what
they are saying when I am speaking English with them.
9. I use gesture when people are not understanding my
English.
Factor correlations
Production
Comprehension
Note. N=215, *p<.05.

Production Comprehension h2
0.503*
0.219
.453
0.692*

0.008

.487

0.381*

0.331

.428

0.890*

-0.130

.650

0.669*

0.086

.534

0.089

0.510*

.330

-0.011

0.818*

.685

0.002

0.780*

.610

0.147

0.580*

.474

Production Comprehension
0.687*
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Pilot Study Two
Participants
The resulting two-factor model identified via EFA in Study One was utilized and crossvalidated in Study Two. Participants were recruited by following the similar procedure in Study
One from an online survey website across China. A total of 222 students participated in this
study. Approximately, 48% were males and 52% were females, among which few participants
were English majors (16%). Almost half participants had passed College English Test at Bank 4
and Bank 6 (CET 4 or CET 6, a national English as a foreign language test in China),
representing 43% and 49%.
Material and procedures
I used a 6-point Likert scale in Study Two with 6 representing strongly agree and 1
representing strongly disagree to avoid a neutral or ambivalent answer choice. In addition, this
present data was collected as part of a large study on foreign language development, and a 6point Likert scale was consistent with the whole project. The Cronbach’s alpha of the two factors
were internally consistent with .791 (production) and .689 (comprehension).
Statistical analysis
A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted initially to test the expected
dimensionality of responses to those nine items, and ESEM was conducted as an alternative
thereafter. The study followed similar procedure in Study One using the software of Mplus 7.4
(Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2015) to analyze data and WLSMV to estimate models. Similarly,
CFA, TLI, and RMSEA including 90% confidence interval were considered as approximate fit
indices to assess model fit. Additionally, χ2 difference (MD χ2) test was reported, although this
test was oversensitive to minor model misspecification and sample size. Changes of CFI (ΔCFI),
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TLI (ΔTLI) and RMSEA (ΔRMSEA) were major fit indexes considered in this study.
Specifically, a decrease of CFI and TL < 0.010 and increase of RMSEA < 0.015, indicated
support of a more parsimonious model (Chen, 2007; Guay et al., 2014).
Results
In line with expectations of CFA, the two-factor was modeled with nine items specified
to load on the primary factors. The test of the two-factor model with CFA structure resulted in a
poor fit to the data: χ2 (26) = 88.202, p < .001, RMSEA = .104 (90% CI: .080, .128), CFI = .940,
TLI = .917. Given the unsatisfactory model fit, the test of the specified two-factor model with an
exploratory structural equation modeling (ESEM) was used as an alternative, resulting in a good
fit to the sample data: χ2 (19) = 30.848, RMSEA=.053 (90% CI: .010, .086), CFI = .989, TLI
= .978. In comparing ESEM and CFA, a significant improvement in fit with ESEM was found
(Table C2) with increased CFI (ΔCFI= .049) and TLI (ΔTLI=.061) and decreased RMSEA
(ΔRMSEA=-.051).
The factor loadings in the ESEM structure were uniformly statistically significant and
generally moderate to strong in magnitude (|λ| = .486-.1.037, M = .651), which was weaker than
the CFA loading estimates (|λ| = .580-.803, M =.677) (Table C3). That is, most indicators of
comprehension loaded on the factor of comprehension with relatively small cross-loadings on the
factor of production. Additionally, the weak but non-trivial cross-loadings ((|λ| = .018-.256, M
=.123) in the ESEM model suggested construct multidimensionality due to indicator fallibility.
The factor correlation in the ESEM (r=.439) was lower than the one in the CFA (r=.597), which
suggested that those two factors were interrelated but relatively independent and supported the
inferences of factor multidimensionality. Taken together, the results suggested that the latent
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variables of production and comprehension had been adequately measured by the manifested
indicators and supported the superiority of the ESEM than CFA.

Table C2
Model Fit Statistics for the CFA and ESEM
Models

χ2

df

CFI

TLI

RMSEA

90%CI

CFA

87.215***

26

.941

.919

.103

.080, .127

ESEM

30.055*

19

.989

.980

.051

.000, .084

ΔCFI

ΔTLI

ΔRMSEA

+.048

+.061

-0.052

Note. N=222; df=degrees of freedom; CFI=comparative fit index; TLI =Tucker–Lewis Index; RMSEA= root
mean square error of approximation; 90% CI = 90% confidence interval for the RMSEA; ***p<.0001;
*p<.05.

Table C3
Standardized Factor Loading Estimates for the CFA and ESEM
CFA
(λ)
1
Item 1
Item 2
Item 4
Item 5
Item 7
2
Item 3
Item 6
Item 8
Item 9

ESEM
1 (λ)
2 (λ)

.694
.677
.594

.523
.708
.486

.256
-.032
.190

.746
.738

1.037
.533

-.196
.018

.580
.120
.496
.803
.148
.689
.676
-.071
.723
.587
-.079
.666
Factor Correlations a
1
2
1
.439
2
.597
Note. N =222; factor 1: production; factor 2: comprehension.

a

= Values above the diagonal are the ESEM

inter-factor correlations and below are the CFA inter-factor correlations.; λ = standardized factor loadings;
Non-significant parameters (p ≥ .05) are italicized.
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APPENDIX D: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL
Site: _____________ Date: __________ Time: ______________
Interviewee’s age___________ Years of Exposure to English: _______
I. Motivation interview
1. What is your goal of learning English? Why? What will you do to realize your goal?

2. Do you have a sense of what you ought to become as an English speaker in the future?

3. Can you imagine a clear situation in the future when you are a competent speaker of English?

4. How has your dream of yourself using English in the future changed over the past few years?
Why? What are the sources of the change?

5. What metaphor will you use to express your feelings when you are speaking English?

6. Which kind of activity are you engaged in for your foreign/second language development?

7. Do you have a strong attachment to your current English learning community? How? Why?

II. Gesture-related questions
Watch a clip of your gesture production in tasks, and then talk specific topics.
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1.

How do you notice about your nonverbal behavior in this video clip?

2.

Why do you use this kind of gesture in your talk?

3.

How do you think that these gestures affect the process of meaning-making?

4.

Do you notice you use gestures different when speaking Chinese and English, respectively?
Why?

5.

Why do you talk in Chinese or English first in this order?

6.

Do you notice your use of American gestures in English communication? If so, what do you
think of your American gestures? Why?

7.

How do you perceive your use of American/Chinese gestures when having trouble
expressing yourself in English?

8.

Do you understand several gestures American gesture use? If so or not, in what situation?
。

9.

。

。

Have you ever tried to mirror American English native speakers’ gestures? If yes, why?
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III. Integrated Question
Do you see the motivation and gesture are related in English learning? How? Why?

Do you have anything more to add?

Closing the interview

Thank you very much for your participation.
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